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Leaving Lone Parenthood: Analysis of the repartnering patterns of lone mothers in the 
U.K. 
by 
Alexandra Jane Skew 
 
Despite a wealth of research in the U.K. on the stock of lone parents, in recent years there has 
been a lack of research on the dynamics of lone parenthood, particularly leaving lone 
parenthood. In an attempt to fill this gap, this thesis provides a detailed study of repartnering 
patterns of lone mothers in the U.K. This study uses the first 14 waves of the British 
Household Panel Survey (BHPS), a nationally representative survey conducted annually which 
interviews every adult member of a sample of around 5,000 households amounting to around 
10,000 individual interviews. This data is particularly advantageous for this study due to its 
prospective longitudinal nature, allowing lone mothers to be captured at the point of entry into 
lone motherhood and their repartnering patterns to be analysed over subsequent waves. In 
addition the data enabled the construction of marital and cohabitation histories for lone 
mothers in order to control for any effect of prior union history on the probability of 
repartnering. 
 
Employing discrete time event history analysis techniques, the first part of this research 
examines repartnering among two distinct groups of lone mothers; those entering through the 
breakdown of a cohabiting or marital union and those entering through the birth of a child 
whilst single and never-married. Of particular interest is the effect of these different routes of 
entry into lone motherhood on the timing and determinants of repartnering and the types of 
new unions formed. The second part of the study seeks to identify if repartnering is associated 
with improved well-being for lone mothers. Using a series of pooled logistic regression models 
this thesis explores the association of repartnering with transitions in three domains: economic, 
demographic and health. 
 
Amongst those entering lone motherhood through the breakdown of a previous partnership the 
most important determinant of repartnering is found to be age at entry into lone motherhood. 
However, the economic situation of a lone mother, in particular whether or not she was 
receiving Income Support, has a much stronger influence on repartnering among single never 
married lone mothers than age. The duration of lone motherhood is found to be similar for both 
types of lone mother, -estimated at around five years, however controlling for a number of 
demographic and socio-economic factors suggests the probability of repartnering is lower for 
those entering through the breakdown of a cohabitation compared with those entering through 
the dissolution of a marriage. There appears to be a preference for cohabitation over marriage 
with nearly three quarters of those who repartnered moving into a cohabiting union. However, 
the higher chance of moving into a marriage for those who were previously married appears to 
result from a high proportion reconciling with a former partner. 
 
Examining the relationship between repartnering and other transitions occurring in three 
domains reveals that repartnering is likely to occur against a backdrop of other changes.  
Repartnering is strongly associated with an improvement in financial situation, residential 
mobility and an increase in the number of resident dependent children. Although no direct link 
is found between repartnering and improved mental health outcomes, the strong association 
between improved financial well-being and an improvement in mental health indicates 
repartnering may be indirectly related to better mental health. However, the finding of a direct 
association between poorer mental health and repartnering warrants further investigation.    viii
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have sought to estimate numbers and investigate characteristics, as recommended by the 
Finer Report (Finer, 1974), which considered the problems associated with lone parent 
families and called for better estimation of the number, sex, and characteristics of one-
parent families (Leete, 1978).  Unlike vital events such as births, deaths, marriages and 
divorces, there is no formal registration of the number of lone parent families making 
estimation of the numbers of this family type difficult.  In particular this has meant it 
has been necessary to rely upon survey data in order to derive estimates outside of 
census years.  This estimation procedure began with the work of Leete (1978) and has 
continued with the work of Haskey (1989; 1991; 1993; 1998; 2002) who has estimated 
the numbers of one-parent families at regular intervals and has worked particularly on 
deriving a ‘best estimate’ using several different data sources, including large-scale 
social surveys such as the General Household Survey and the Labour Force Survey, as 
well as Social Security Statistics, and using a variety of different methods.  More recent 
estimates have been calculated by Smallwood and Wilson (2007).  Research on the 
demographic and socio-economic characteristics of the stock of lone mothers has also 
been carried out using data collected by the General Household Survey (Haskey, 1986; 
Haskey, 1989; Haskey, 1991; Haskey, 1998; Kiernan, Land and Lewis, 1998). 
 
Due to the growing number of lone parents and the finding that many such families 
suffer economic hardship and are often reliant upon social security benefits (Millar, 
1989), the issue of lone parenthood has also become an interest from a social policy 
perspective.  In fact in 1988 the Department of Social Security (DSS) commissioned the 
first sample survey of the stock of lone parents in the UK.  The focus of this study was 
to explore the dynamics of lone parenthood and examine factors leading to a move off 
benefits with a central aim to inform policy for this family type (Bradshaw and Millar, 
1991).  Following this the Policy Studies Institute (PSI) carried out surveys on a sample 
of lone parents drawn from the Survey of Low Income Families conducted in 1991 as 
part of their Programme of Research into Low Income Families (PRILIF).  The lone 
parents interviewed in 1991 have been followed up and re-interviewed annually from 
1993-1996 and then again in 1998 and 2001.  In 1999 the PSI conducted another survey 
of low-income families with children, which was designed to be the first in a series of 
surveys.  Now known as The Families and Children Study (FACS), it is a ‘true’ panel 
interviewing the same respondents each year.  From 2001 onwards higher income 
families have also been interviewed allowing subsequent surveys to be representative of 
all British families (Marsh and Perry, 2003).  These surveys have become the basis for   6 
of the explanatory variables with repartnering are examined.  This is followed by the 
results from a multivariate analysis which employed a discrete-time event history model 
to examine the effect of each factor on repartnering for this group of lone mothers 
whilst controlling for other factors. 
 
Chapter 7 presents the results of the analyses of those becoming a lone mother through 
the breakdown of a previous partnership. The structure follows the same format as 
Chapter 6. 
 
Chapter 8 considers the determinants of repartnering for all lone mothers, using a 
pooled sample of the different types of lone mothers analysed in Chapters 6 and 7.  
Discrete-time hazard models are employed and the findings are presented and discussed. 
 
Chapter 9 investigates how the demographic and socio-economic factors may be related 
to different exits from lone parenthood (i.e. through marriage or through cohabitation), 
with a specific focus on the effect of the different routes of entry into lone motherhood 
on exits from lone motherhood into different types of partnerships.  A descriptive 
analysis is conducted initially to examine how transitions to each type of partnership 
vary by type of lone mother. This is followed by the results from multivariate analyses 
conducted using multinomial logistic hazard models. 
 
Chapter 10 is structured around analyses of transitions in three domains related to the 
well-being of lone mothers, namely demographic, economic and health.  At the 
beginning of the chapter a descriptive analysis of the sub-sample of lone mothers found 
to repartner in earlier analyses is conducted.  The next section carries out multivariate 
analyses to investigate the association of repartnering with transitions in the three 
domains. A pooled logistic regression analysis approach is utilised in these analyses.  
The chapter closes with a discussion of the results, the limitations with the analyses and 
the directions for further study. 
 
Chapter 11 reviews the key findings of the study and provides the conclusions of the 
research project.  The potential policy implications of the research are highlighted, the 
limitations of the study are discussed and future research areas are suggested.   9 
2.2 Limitations with previous U.K. research on leaving lone 
motherhood 
 
A number of U.K. studies have investigated the likelihood of leaving lone motherhood 
based on various demographic and socio-economic covariates (Ermisch, Jenkins and 
Wright, 1990; Ermisch and Wright, 1991; Böheim and Ermisch, 1998; Ford et al., 1998; 
Payne and Range, 1998; Rowlingson and McKay, 1998; Finlayson et al., 2000; Marsh 
and Vegeris, 2004).  In addition to these studies are those which have considered the 
determinants of remarriage or repartnering of all individuals (Lampard and Peggs, 1999; 
Ermisch, 2002; Pevalin and Ermisch, 2004) and provide some indication of factors 
which are likely to be important for repartnering of lone mothers. However, several 
points regarding the existing literature are worth noting. 
 
Firstly, several of these studies focus exclusively on remarriage, despite the fact that the 
proportion of women of all marital status groups (i.e. including separated and divorced 
women) that are cohabiting has risen in the past thirty years (Haskey, 2001).  In 
particular, research has demonstrated that cohabitation is now the dominant mode of 
first partnership with over 70 per cent of first partnerships being cohabitations (Ermisch 
and Francesconi, 2000a).  Similarly, for those repartnering a clear preference for 
cohabitation over marriage has been noted (Böheim and Ermisch, 1998; Ermisch and 
Francesconi, 2000a).  Furthermore, several repartnering studies conducted in Canada 
and the Netherlands have found that there are different factors associated with forming a 
cohabiting second union versus a marital second union (Wu and Balakrishnan, 1994; De 
Graaf and Kalmijn, 2003; Wu and Schimmele, 2005).  Replicating the findings from the 
UK these studies also indicate that many people who repartner choose to cohabit 
without being married.  In fact, Wu and Schimmele (2005) found non-marital 
cohabitation to be the predominant choice of second union in their study, particularly 
among individuals whose relationship career began with a non-marital cohabitation.  It 
is therefore important that future studies investigating the repartnering patterns of lone 
mothers consider the different types of second unions formed and do not concentrate 
solely on remarriage.   
 
Secondly, not all studies have fully accounted for the different ways a woman may enter 
lone parenthood initially.  For example, Ermisch et al (1990) only consider previously 
married lone mothers in their study.  As previously mentioned, the number of couples   10 
cohabitating has risen dramatically in recent years.  Childbearing in these unions has 
also become considerably more common today compared with twenty years previously 
(Ermisch, 2002).  However, these types of unions have been found by many studies to 
be more fragile than marital unions, with less than a fifth surviving five years or more 
and less than a tenth surviving ten years or more (Ermisch and Francesconi, 2000a).  
Furthermore, despite childbearing within a cohabiting union lengthening the duration of 
the union, it reduces the likelihood of marriage which ultimately leads to a higher 
dissolution rate for such unions (Ermisch and Francesconi, 2000a).  Ermisch (1997) 
estimates the breakdown of cohabiting unions within which children are born contribute 
two-fifths of the proportion of lone mothers that are never-married.  Moreover, the 
proportion of never-married lone mothers has risen so that now almost half (46 per cent) 
of all lone mothers are never-married (Barnes et al., 2005).  It is therefore important to 
include these types of lone mothers, as well as those who enter through the breakdown 
of a partnership, when analysing repartnering patterns of lone mothers.   
 
Most studies have made an attempt to take into consideration the different routes into 
lone motherhood by either including an indicator variable to denote (previous) marital 
status (Ford et al., 1998; Finlayson et al., 2000; Marsh and Vegeris, 2004) or the 
presence of a partner in the month prior to entering lone motherhood (Payne and Range, 
1998) or by carrying out separate models for separated and divorced lone mothers 
compared with never-married lone mothers (Ermisch and Wright, 1991; Böheim and 
Ermisch, 1998; Rowlingson and McKay, 1998).  However, none of the studies which 
have carried out separate models for previously married versus never-married lone 
mothers have distinguished between those entering through the separation of a 
cohabitating relationship and those who entered through giving birth whilst single
2.  
Since a proportion of single never-married lone mothers who enter through giving birth 
will be partnering for the first time, whereas those who have separated from a 
cohabitating union are repartnering, then the factors which come into play to affect the 
likelihood and timing of this event are likely to be different.  Aside from that, one can 
imagine that the experience of lone motherhood is likely to be very different for those 
entering through giving birth whilst single compared with those entering through the 
breakdown of a partnership – no matter whether it was a cohabiting or marital union.  
For example, the support from the non-resident biological father in terms of his 
                                                 
2 This appears to be either the result of data constraints preventing the identification of those who have 
dissolved a cohabiting union, or too few occurrences of this event in the dataset.   11 
involvement with the child (children) and his share of custody is likely to be different 
between the two groups of lone mothers.  Findings from the U.S. provide evidence to 
suggest this might be the case – around a third of unmarried couples who were not 
living together at the time of the birth had no relationship with each other one year later 
(which they presume to indicate that the father had no relationship with the child either), 
but this was the case for only 10 per cent of those who were cohabiting at the time of 
the birth (Carlson, Mclanahan and England, 2004). With that in mind, the time it takes 
to find a new partner and the factors involved are likely to be different for these two 
groups of women.   
 
Analyses by Payne and Range (1998) (discussed in more detail below) certainly suggest 
that distinguishing between repartnering for those entering through the breakdown of a 
union and repartnering for those without a partner in the month before entering lone 
motherhood is more important than controlling for the type of partnership which broke 
down.  Further support comes from the results of a study conducted in Canada which 
suggests that there is a significant difference in the likelihood of repartnering for lone 
mothers who gave birth whilst single compared with those separated from either a 
marital or cohabiting relationship (Le Bourdais, Desrosiers and Laplante, 1995).  These 
results combined indicate the need for a more comprehensive approach that 
distinguishes between all routes of entry into lone motherhood. 
 
A third issue relates to the choice of methodology employed to analyse the association 
of variables with repartnering.  For example, Ford et al (1998) and Marsh and Vegeris 
(2004), in their analyses of data from the PRILIF cohort of lone mothers, used a logistic 
regression procedure to analyse the probability of a 1991 lone mother not being a lone 
mother in 1995; or having a partner in 1998 respectively, rather than the more 
traditionally used survival analysis technique.  Although logistic regression analysis 
might be useful to highlight the various factors which may predict a move out of lone 
parenthood, it is less informative about how the characteristics of lone mothers actually 
affect the timing to repartnering and hence the overall duration of lone motherhood.  
Allison (1984) describes the key limitations with this method.  The first concerns the 
dividing line (i.e. the year in which a partner is either observed or not observed, using 
these studies as an example).  The decision regarding this particular time point is data 
driven rather than chosen through theoretical reasoning. Further to this, it results in a 
loss of information due to the fact that it ignores any variation on either side of the   12 
dividing line.  The second drawback with this method relates to the types of variables 
permitted by the analysis - only fixed time and not time-varying covariates can be used 
in the model.  (See Section 5.1 for a more detailed discussion of the limitations of using 
a standard logistic regression analysis to analyse event history data.) 
 
A final point to note concerns the inconsistency or lack of comparability of findings, 
particularly with respect to the effect of socio-economic variables on repartnering of 
lone mothers.  Given the limitations with existing research highlighted above, this is 
perhaps not surprising. However, even when taking a broader view and considering the 
findings from general remarriage and repartnering studies and research conducted in 
other countries, the effect of socio-economic variables on repartnering does not become 
completely clear.  There is a need for future research to include a wide spectrum of 
demographic and socio-economic variables in order to add to the current evidence base.   
 
Certainly the large number of waves of BHPS data now available and the wide selection 
of variables included in each wave make this data source particularly appropriate to 
address the limitations of previous studies and answer the research questions set out in 
Chapter 1.  Moreover, the lack of research on the duration of lone parenthood, 
particularly in the last five to ten years, indicates a need to re-examine this issue.   
 
To summarise, there have been four key limitations with previous studies that have 
investigated leaving lone motherhood through repartnering: 
 
·  Consideration of remarriage as the only mode of repartnering 
·  Poor account of the different ways of entering lone motherhood 
·  Methodological constraints 
·  Inconsistent or lack of comparability of findings 
 
Despite these limitations these studies do provide some important information on the 
likely effect of certain variables on repartnering of lone mothers.  General remarriage 
and repartnering studies can also provide further insights and support for such findings.  
Furthermore, all of these studies serve to highlight some of the economic, social and 
cultural theories which have been used to try to explain and hypothesise about the 
determinants of repartnering or remarriage, which will be detailed below where 
relevant.     13 
2.3 Findings from previous research relating to the duration of lone 
parenthood and the determinants of leaving lone motherhood 
 
2.3.1 The duration of lone parenthood 
 
The duration of lone parenthood has been investigated by a number of studies (e.g. 
Ermisch and Wright, 1991; Böheim and Ermisch, 1998; Ford et al., 1998; Rowlingson 
and McKay, 1998; McKay, 2003).  Ford et al (1998) do not distinguish between 
different types of lone mothers and estimate a median duration for all lone mothers of 
five years and three months.  This is comparable to an estimate by McKay (2003) of 
close to six years.  Other studies consider the duration of lone parenthood accounting 
for the different routes of entry (Ermisch and Wright, 1991; Böheim and Ermisch, 1998; 
Rowlingson and McKay, 1998; McKay, 2003)
3.  Results from earlier studies indicate 
that the duration of lone motherhood is shorter for ‘single’ or ‘never-married’ lone 
mothers compared with those separated or divorced from a marriage; life-table 
estimates from these studies suggest a median duration of around three years for single 
lone mothers and nearer five years for divorced lone mothers (Ermisch and Wright, 
1991; Rowlingson and McKay, 1998). Rowlingson and McKay (1998) estimate a 
duration of over eight years for those separated from marriage, but no comparable 
estimate is provided by Ermisch and Wright (1991).   
 
More recent estimates by Böheim and Ermisch (1998)
4 and McKay (2003) suggest that 
the duration of lone motherhood for single lone mothers has increased over time and is 
now similar to that of divorced lone mothers.  In fact, Böheim and Ermisch (1998) find 
that the median duration of lone motherhood (using their preferred estimate) is slightly 
longer for never-married lone mothers compared with previously married lone mothers
5 
– 4.6 years compared with 4.3 years respectively. An estimated median duration of near 
to seven years for those legally separated from marriage suggests little has changed for 
this group of lone mothers (McKay, 2003).  Widowed lone mothers take by far the 
longest time to repartner, with latest estimates suggesting that it will take over ten years 
for half of the widowed lone mothers to find a new partner (McKay, 2003).  No study 
has considered how the duration of lone parenthood may differ between those entering 
                                                 
3 Although the definition of the different types of lone mother varies from one study to the next. 
4 Derived from transition rates rather than life-table methods. 
5 Previously married lone mothers include those separated, divorced and widowed from marriage.   17 
increasing numbers of children (Koo, Suchindran and Griffith, 1984; Bumpass et al., 
1990; Smock, 1990)
7 
 
Possible explanations for a negative effect of increasing numbers of children on 
repartnering emphasize the same economic and social theories put forward to explain 
the general presence of children.  In terms of economic theory it is likely that a higher 
number of children will result in a new partner being increasingly less willing to take 
responsibility, both financially and emotionally, of children who are not their own 
(Ermisch and Wright, 1991).  From a social theory perspective, increasing numbers of 
children will put more demands upon a mothers time further reducing the time she has 
to search for and develop relationships with potential partners (Ermisch and Wright, 
1991).  Lone mothers with a larger number of children may also be less likely to be in 
paid employment and hence have less chance to meet a new partner through the 
workplace (Lampard and Peggs, 1999).  In fact, as highlighted above, De Graaf and 
Kalmijn (2003) (who consider repartnering using data collected in the Netherlands) 
found that even just the presence of children at home reduced a formerly married 
woman’s likelihood of repartnering via the workplace.  Another theory put forward 
suggests that perhaps an absence or smaller number of children acts as an incentive to 
cohabit or remarry in order to provide an appropriate context within which to have 
(more) children, or with the aim of providing a ‘significant other’ as a source of 
intimacy and emotional support (Lampard and Peggs, 1999). 
 
Interestingly, findings from the analysis of Canadian data indicate that an increasing 
number of children has a positive effect on the chance of repartnering (Le Bourdais et 
al., 1995). In their study mothers with two or more children upon entering lone 
motherhood had one and a half times the odds of repartnering compared with women 
with only one child after controlling for other characteristics.  This may result from the 
fact that route of entry into lone motherhood has been taken into account in their study 
which is likely to be related to the effect of children on repartnering.  Some support for 
this finding of a positive effect of more children on repartnering has been found by the 
study carried out by Böheim and Ermisch (1998) where, among previously married lone 
mothers, those with more children were more likely to move into a cohabitation
8.  In 
                                                 
7 In the study by Koo et al (1984) this is only significant for white women. 
8 This finding comes from their multivariate analysis using the BHPS life history data.  Their analyses 
using the panel data (presented in the same report) found no effect of increasing numbers of children on 
repartnering of previously married or never-married lone mothers.   19 
Hypotheses put forward to explain the effect of age of children on repartnering again 
relate back to economic and social theories; younger children increase the costs to a 
potential partner and place additional demands on a mother’s time limiting her 
opportunities to meet a new partner.  Qualitative research supports these theories 
indicating that younger children limit the time a mother has to search for a partner and 
may deter potential new partners who have already been through the childbearing 
process (Lampard and Peggs, 1999).  However, Finlayson et al (2000) suggest that lone 
mothers themselves may be less inclined to introduce a step-father into the household 
whilst children are very young. The positive effect of very young children on 
repartnering of single and widowed lone mothers in the study by Le Bourdais et al 
(1995) is suggested to be due to a higher inclination of such mothers to find new 
partners quickly or that potential new partners might be less put off by taking on 
younger children when the father is dead or totally absent. Payne and Range (1998) 
explain their findings by suggesting that men are less likely to want to partner a woman 
with young children that are not their own, but may be encouraged to return to a partner 
who has given birth to a child which is their own. 
 
Canadian research has also investigated the effect of step or adopted children and 
whether a woman was pregnant on the likelihood of repartnering among all individuals 
(Wu and Schimmele, 2005).  Their findings suggest that the presence of step or adopted 
children has no effect on the likelihood of repartnering for women, but a pregnancy has 
a positive effect on remarriage.  This is perhaps not surprising considering the finding 
by Berrington and Diamond (2000) of a positive effect of a pre-marital conception on 
the probability of first marriage.  A potential explanation might be a desire to repartner 
on behalf of the woman in order that children are raised in the normative context of a 
two-parent family.  Payne and Range (1998), Ermisch and Wright (1991) and Marsh 
and Vegeris (2004) have investigated births occurring after entering lone motherhood.  
Ermisch and Wright (1991) find no significant effect of births on the likelihood of 
remarriage. However, Payne and Range (1998) find that conceiving a child after 
becoming a lone mother was associated with a reduction in the likelihood of forming 
either a new partnership or re-forming a partnership with the previous partner.  As 
before, social and economic theories relating to meeting opportunities and ‘costs’ to the 
new or former partner are able to provide possible explanations for these findings.  In 
contrast, Marsh and Vegeris (2004) find a positive effect of a subsequent birth on the 
probability of having a partner in 2001, although it is likely that this contrasting finding   25 
work experience after divorce substantially raises a woman’s remarriage rate in the 
following three years thus reducing the expected duration of lone parenthood. This 
finding provides further support for the social hypothesis, emphasising the role of 
opportunities to meet new people.  However, his later work (Ermisch and Wright, 1991) 
found no effect of work experience (either during the first marriage or subsequently 
after divorce) on the likelihood of remarriage for previously married or never-married 
women. Still, a strong positive effect was found when considering whether a woman 
worked in the year prior to divorce – such women were much more likely to remarry 
than those not employed (Ermisch and Wright, 1991).  Again, this provides support for 
the theory of improved meeting opportunities.  In fact Ermisch and Wright (1991) 
highlight that in some cases the improved opportunity to meet people provided by being 
in employment may have resulted in some woman meeting another partner during the 
first marriage, hence encouraging divorce as well as early remarriage.  Furthermore, 
Ermisch and Wright (1991; 149) suggest “the measured impact of employment status 
may also reflect traits of a woman which make her more attractive in both the job 
market and the marriage market.”  Further support for a positive effect of employment 
on repartnering is indicated by Marsh and Vegeris (2004) who find a positive effect of 
being in work in 1991 on the probability of having a partner in 2001.  A positive effect 
of an increase in hours of employment between 1991 and 2001 was also significant in 
their model.  Findings from the Netherlands also suggest a positive effect of 
employment on repartnering (Poortman, 2007).    
 
Conversely, Finlayson et al (2000) find a negative effect of being in paid employment 
on the likelihood of repartnering after controlling for other factors.  A study carried out 
by Le Bourdais et al (1995) analysing the determinants of repartnering for lone mothers 
in Canada also found a negative effect of being in employment through the course of 
lone parenthood on forming a union.  Only when the model was re-estimated using the 
criterion of being employed during the year of entrance into lone motherhood was a 
positive effect found between employment and repartnering.  In fact studies conducted 
in the U.S and Canada which have considered repartnering in general have also found a 
negative effect of employment on union formation (Mott and Moore, 1983; Wu and 
Schimmele, 2005).  In Mott and Moore’s (1983) study, American women who were not 
working were the most likely to remarry in the first year after divorce in comparison to 
those working full-time, who in that first year had well below average remarriage 
propensities. Mott and Moore (1983) find no association with being employed prior to   27 
men (Goldman, Westoff and Hammerslough, 1984 cited by Bumpass et al., 1990). 
However, one might also hypothesise that a higher level of education could have a 
positive effect on repartnering as women with a higher earning potential might be more 
attractive to a male partner (Payne and Range, 1998).   
 
A number of studies have considered the role of education in determining the likelihood 
of repartnering for lone mothers (Ermisch et al., 1990; Ermisch and Wright, 1991; 
Böheim and Ermisch, 1998; Payne and Range, 1998; Finlayson et al., 2000; Marsh and 
Vegeris, 2004).  Several of these studies find no significant effect of education on 
repartnering of lone mothers (Ermisch and Wright, 1991; Böheim and Ermisch, 1998; 
Finlayson et al., 2000).  However, Ermisch et al (1990) find lone mothers with higher 
educational attainment have a higher probability of remarriage.  There is some support 
for this finding in analyses by Finlayson et al (2000), although the covariate failed to 
reach formal significance.  Marsh and Vegeris (2004) find an effect of education, but 
the relationship is not straightforward.  Payne and Range (1998) consider a general 
ability test score rather than education level per se, but again they find no clear pattern 
in effect of this variable in relation to repartnering.  In their model allowing for different 
exits from lone parenthood (finding a new partner versus returning to a former partner) 
the effect of this score is stronger, although the relationship is complex (Payne and 
Range, 1998).  Payne and Range (1998) find that women in the lowest ability category 
appear to be the least likely to find a new partner; discounting this category however 
reveals an inverse relationship between finding a new partner and ability.  Interestingly, 
those in the lowest ability band were the most likely to return to a previous partner 
(Payne and Range, 1998).  
 
Findings from a Canadian study of repartnering of lone mothers (Le Bourdais et al., 
1995) provide some support for the positive effect of education on repartnering 
indicated by Ermisch et al (1990).  Lone mothers with postsecondary education had a 26 
per cent higher chance of forming a union compared with those with less than nine 
years of schooling. However, it is only those single mothers that completed some 
postsecondary education who are more likely to form a union (Le Bourdais et al., 1995).   
 
Education has not been considered in general remarriage or repartnering studies in the 
U.K., but has been examined in studies of remarriage/repartnering conducted in other 
countries (Mott and Moore, 1983; Koo et al., 1984; Bumpass et al., 1990; Smock, 1990;   33 
for divorced women.  The effect of church membership on the chance of forming a 
cohabitating union after divorce is negative and significant, but non significant for 
remarriage. 
 
To summarise, there are a number of socio-economic covariates that have been 
investigated with respect to repartnering: 
 
·  Employment 
·  Education 
·  Welfare receipt 
·  Income and self-perceived financial status 
·  Social class 
·  Health  
·  Housing tenure 
·  Ethnicity 
·  Geographical location 
·  Religion 
 
As with several of the demographic variables, the results relating to the effect of socio-
economic factors on repartnering have been contradictory and at times insufficient to 
provide conclusive evidence. 
 
 
2.4 Discussion and analytical framework 
 
This review has highlighted that there has been relatively little U.K. research which has 
analysed the dynamics of lone parenthood, particularly with respect to repartnering of 
lone mothers and hence the duration of lone parenthood.  Research in recent years is 
also sparse; many of the previous studies are now at least ten years old.  Furthermore, as 
highlighted in Section 2.2, a number of limitations with existing research can be 
identified.  Despite this, the current literature base does provide us with some 
information relating to the determinants of repartnering, albeit at times contradictory. 
Specific demographic characteristics appear to be key in predicting a move out of lone 
motherhood, most notably age at becoming a lone mother, with over-riding evidence to   38 
income level is not necessarily related to how satisfied an individual is with their 
financial situation (Stack and Eshleman, 1998).  It is hoped that a more subjective 
measure will pick up changes relating specifically to the financial well-being of the lone 
mother herself upon repartnering and whether she considers her situation to have 
improved.  Furthermore, as Ford et al (1995: 34) discuss in relation to what people 
thought about their changing fortunes in the PRILIF studies “people bring a much wider 
framework of judgment to these guesses than the narrowly material, however much the 
questions are framed in a financial context”.   Therefore, it is possible that this analysis 
might be able to pick up on changes in non-material well-being as well as those relating 
to material well-being.   
 
Changes in the number of dependent children in the household will be considered 
within the demographic domain and will highlight whether repartnering is associated 
with any additional needs in the household, such as providing for a new baby or 
incoming step-children.  Furthermore, an examination of the occurrence of a household 
move and any tenure change will provide evidence as to whether repartnering is 
associated with a change or even an improvement in housing circumstances. 
Finally, within the health domain a change in mental health (as measured by a change in 
GHQ score) is investigated in an attempt to specifically examine changes in the non-
material dimension of well-being of lone mothers and the relationship of any change 
with repartnering. 
 
 
3.3 Existing research relating to the well-being of lone mothers and 
the impact of repartnering on well-being 
 
It is clear from Chapter 1 that much of the research on lone parents in Britain in recent 
years has been carried out in the area of social policy.  It is mainly this body of work 
which has considered the well-being of lone mothers, examining how this has changed 
over time and considering how repartnering is associated with a lone mother’s well-
being.  The following section describes the various studies which have been conducted; 
Section 3.5 will discuss the findings from this research.  
 
The work of Millar (1989) was the first study to consider in detail the incomes of lone-
parent families and to investigate the effects of living on a low income for their living   39 
standards.  Using the 1978 Family Finances Survey and its follow up, the Family 
Resources Survey, conducted one year later, she was able to investigate changes in 
family income over time with a focus on which families were able to ‘escape’ from 
poverty (as defined by the study).  In particular the study wanted to consider the effect 
of a change in a lone mother’s marital status on their income levels.  Not long after, 
Bradshaw and Miller (1991), in their study of lone parent families in the UK 
commissioned by the Department for Social Security (DSS), examined the incomes and 
employment status of a flow sample of repartnered lone mothers no longer in receipt of 
Income Support, with a stock sample of lone parents receiving Income Support in order 
to determine ‘outcomes’ deriving from repartnering.  
 
Following this survey McKay and Marsh (1994) investigated the material wellbeing of 
lone mothers using a sample of 800 low-income lone parents drawn from the Survey of 
Low Income Families carried out in 1991, supplemented with another 100 high income 
lone mothers in order to obtain a nationally representative sample of lone mothers at 
that time.  This sample of lone mothers was then traced and re-interviewed in 1993, 
1994, 1995, 1996, 1998 and 2001 as part of the PSI’s Programme of Research into Low 
Income Families (PRILIF).  The study by McKay and Marsh (1994) is therefore the first 
in a number of studies (Ford et al., 1995; Ford et al., 1998; Finlayson et al., 2000; Marsh 
and Perry, 2003; Marsh and Vegeris, 2004) which have investigated the circumstances 
of this particular cohort of lone mothers and how these have changed over time. 
Furthermore, as a result of the changing marital statuses of these lone mothers over the 
course of time these studies have been able to investigate the relationship between 
repartnering and a lone mother’s well-being. 
 
In 1999 PSI conducted another survey of low-income families with children, with the 
main aim to re-investigate the influence of Family Credit, as well as other measures 
designed to encourage work, on moves into employment and remaining in employment 
for low-income families with children (Marsh et al., 2001).  Unlike the Survey of Low 
Income Families carried out in 1991, this survey was designed to be the first in a series 
of surveys from the outset, and is now known as the Families and Children Study 
(FACS).  Survey respondents have been interviewed each year from 1999, but in each 
year the sample is refreshed with new families (those becoming a family as a result of 
the birth of a baby, or ‘in-movers’ which includes families new to the sample areas) in 
order that it remains representative of all families (Conolly and Kerr, 2008).  In 1999   40 
and 2000 the survey sample included all lone parent families, but was restricted to 
include only low/moderate income couple families.  However, this criterion was 
abolished in 2001, from which time onwards the higher-income couples were also 
included in the sample and hence the survey became representative of all British 
families (Conolly and Kerr, 2008).  The longitudinal element of this survey has 
therefore permitted research into the changing circumstances of lone parent families 
over time and the influence of repartnering on other outcomes relating to their well-
being, such as their income, moves into employment, changes in benefit status and 
changes in their number of dependent children (see Marsh et al., 2001; Marsh and 
Rowlingson, 2002; McKay, 2002; Kasparova et al., 2003; Marsh and Perry, 2003; 
Vegeris and Perry, 2003). 
 
Finally, research on poverty dynamics in the U.K. has examined repartnering in relation 
to financial well-being of lone mothers.  Both Jenkins (2000) and Jenkins, Rigg and 
Devicienti (2001) have investigated the effects of demographic events, including 
repartnering, on moves out of poverty for lone parent families using data collected by 
the BHPS for the years 1991-1996 and 1991-1999 respectively. 
 
 
3.4 Limitations with previous research on well-being and repartnering 
 
One potential limitation with previous research on well-being and repartnering is 
therefore that much of it has focused on just two datasets: the PRILIF cohort sample of 
lone mothers and the SOLIF/FACS survey series.  Another is that it has concentrated on 
changes in material well-being as a result of repartnering – in particular financial well-
being, with far less attention paid to non-material dimensions of well-being that might 
be associated with repartnering such as changes in mental health or more subjective 
measures of well-being.  As highlighted above, there are many different aspects of well-
being which contribute to quality of life and therefore concentrating on just one 
provides a narrow view of the outcomes of repartnering overall.  Furthermore in these 
studies the use of multivariate statistical models, which permit the assessment of 
particular associations in the presence of other control variables and can be used to 
examine interrelationships between a number of different variables, has been confined 
to predicting changes in financial well-being – such as movements into work, off 
benefits or out of a defined index of hardship.  This research is undeniably important,   42 
(1991) found the equivalised incomes of lone mothers who had repartnered were higher 
than those remaining a lone mother and in receipt of Income Support.  However, when 
questioned about whether they felt better off compared with when they were a lone 
mother 52 per cent stated they felt much or a bit better off, whilst 26 per cent claimed to 
feel worse off or a lot worse off.  Furthermore, the equivalised incomes of those that 
came off Income Support through repartnering were no higher than those who came off 
Income Support through finding employment themselves. 
 
Ford, Marsh and Finlayson (1998) found that new partners were often associated with 
more income entering the household, with eight out of ten lone parents who repartnered 
in their study having an increase in net income compared with half of those who did not 
repartner.  However, after equivalising income to account for the extra household 
members the proportion of each group seeing improvements in their income were 
similar at 47 and 49 per cent.  As they comment, this finding therefore provides little 
support for the view that repartnering might be an important mechanism to lift lone 
mothers out of poverty.  However, Berthoud, Bryan and Berdasi (2004) find that 
material deprivation
10 is still slightly lower in couple families compared with lone 
parent families in their study even when the characteristics, including the raw incomes 
of the families, are similar. 
 
Vegeris and Perry (2003) find that those who were lone parents in 1999, but who had 
become part of a couple by 2001 experienced a significant increase in median income 
(equivalised and adjusted for inflation) over this time (median income was 72 per cent 
higher on average in 2001 compared with 1999). They also investigate changes in a 
measure of relative material deprivation as well as changes in family finances between 
the two survey years by relationship status (i.e. remained a lone parent, remained a 
couple, changed from lone parent to couple or vice versa).  Although improvements in 
material deprivation and family finances were found to be highest for lone parents that 
moved into couples compared with other relationship sub-groups, the greatest 
improvements were consistently found for those who repartnered and either remained or 
moved into work – again highlighting the importance of employment in improving a 
lone mother’s financial situation. 
 
                                                 
10 Measured using an index constructed from questions under the headings: daily living, financial stress 
and consumer durables.   43 
A number of the PSI studies (Ford et al., 1995; Marsh et al., 1997; Ford et al., 1998; 
Finlayson et al., 2000) have investigated changes in an index of hardship formed using a 
seven point indicator of financial and material stress.  A number of these have also used 
logistic regression analysis to investigate if factors, such as a change in partnership or 
employment status, are associated with movements out of hardship of the cohort of lone 
mothers.  An early report on this cohort by Ford et al (1995) which just used descriptive 
statistics to investigate the association between repartnering and hardship (as measured 
by the index) found no evidence to suggest those finding new partners fared any better 
or worse than those remaining a lone parent.  Their analysis suggested however that the 
type of new partnership was key in determining any improvement in hardship. Just over 
50 per cent of the lone mothers in 1991 who had formed a marriage by 1993 were found 
to have moved up on the hardship scale (reflecting a reduction in hardship), compared 
with just over 40 per cent of those who formed a cohabitation who were found to have 
moved down the scale (reflecting a worsening in hardship). 
 
Ford et al (1998), like Bradshaw and Millar (1991) find evidence to suggest an 
interrelationship between repartnering and employment status in predicting movements 
out of hardship.  They find that lone parents who were out of work in 1991 and who 
experienced either a move into a partnership or a move into work of more than 16 hours 
per week have higher chances of avoiding hardship than those who did not.  However, 
repartnering made little difference to whether or not a lone mother was able to avoid 
hardship or severe hardship for those who remained out of work. Overall their findings 
point to the importance of employment over repartnering in lifting lone mothers out of 
hardship.  Indeed their logistic regression analysis to investigate the determinants of an 
improvement in hardship by 1995, for those in hardship in 1991, found that a move into 
work of more than 16 hours per week was one of the best predictors of an improvement 
in hardship by 1995.  In terms of repartnering, the important factor was gaining a 
working partner, but no significant difference was found for those gaining an 
unemployed partner.  Other significant predictors of being better off were age group, 
having new children, or being pregnant by 1995, the duration of lone parenthood to 
1991 and the hardship score in 1991.  No direct relationship between improvements in 
hardship and income were found however, despite trying various specifications of 
income in the model.  
   44 
Finlayson et al (2000) in their analysis of the same cohort after the 1998 sweep of 
interviews carried out a logistic regression analysis using the same hardship index, but 
this time considered the predictors of moving out of severe hardship (a score of three or 
more on the hardship scale) by 1998 for those in severe hardship in 1991.  Relative to 
being single with no dependent children, remaining a lone parent was associated with a 
lower chance of moving out of severe hardship by 1998, but no significant differences 
were found between these women living without a partner and no dependent children 
and living with a partner either with or without dependent children. Another important 
predictor of a move out of hardship was health status, with those reporting good health 
in 1991 and 1998 being the most likely to leave hardship by 1998.  As they discuss, 
surprisingly none of the work or benefit status change variables were found to improve 
the fit of the model after already accounting for the health of the respondent and 
whether or not she had exited from lone parenthood. 
 
Marsh and Vegeris (2004) were not able to investigate changes in hardship in their 
analysis of the cohort after interview in 2001 due to the fact that many of the questions 
which formed this index were omitted due to inclusion of questions about the children 
of this cohort.  Analysis of a question relating to financial difficulty across the survey 
years by partnership and work status suggested that recovery from financial difficulty 
was no different for those finding a partner compared with those remaining a lone 
mother, but a movement into work appeared to be associated with far fewer financial 
difficulties than remaining out of paid work. 
 
Vegeris and Perry (2003) also investigated the influence of repartnering on an index of 
hardship using the FACS data.  The index of hardship used in this study is comprised of 
nine factors (where each factor contributes one point to the scale) which overall takes 
into account three aspects of living standards, namely housing conditions, family 
finances (not including income) and material deprivation.  Vegeris and Perry’s (2003) 
findings suggest that repartnering is important in helping lone parents move out of 
hardship, with the proportion not in hardship doubling between 1999 and 2001 for those 
who were lone parents in 1999, but were in a couple in 2001. Vegeris and Perry (2003) 
also used logistic regression analysis to identify the factors associated with a move out 
of hardship between 1999 and 2001 as well as those associated with hardship becoming 
worse.  After controlling for employment status and moves into work, repartnering was 
still found to be important in both models, with those finding a new partner being twice   45 
as likely to move out of hardship and 1.7 times less likely to experience a worsening in 
hardship as those remaining a lone parent. 
 
In terms of studies of poverty dynamics which have investigated the role of repartnering 
in poverty spell endings, the findings suggest that a rise in a lone parent’s own labour 
earnings is more important than re-partnering in lifting lone parents out of poverty in 
the short term (Jenkins, 2000; Jenkins et al., 2001).  For example, Jenkins et al (2001) 
find that, at the aggregate level, 38 per cent of spell endings are as a result of an increase 
in labour earnings of the household head whereas only 14 per cent of spell endings are 
due to demographic events.  However, they do suggest that some repartnering events 
may have been recorded in the category relating to rises in the spouse’s or others’ 
labour earnings if a partner moved in, but the lone mother retained sole ownership or 
tenancy of the accommodation.  In which case, the importance of demographic events 
might be slightly underestimated.   
 
As well as considering the importance of different trigger events from an aggregate 
perspective, Jenkins et al (2001) carried out a more extensive analysis which 
investigated the chance of leaving poverty conditional on experiencing a particular 
event at the individual level.  This analysis was undertaken for the whole population 
and, following this, separately for different household types including lone parent 
families.  Results from this analysis indicate that demographic events are more 
important for lone parent families in ending a spell of poverty compared with the 
population as a whole, with repartnering accounting for 18 per cent of poverty exits for 
lone parents compared with three per cent for all persons.  However, a move into part-
time work for lone parents accounted for a larger share of poverty exits (28 per cent) 
and had a higher prevalence rate than repartnering (15 per cent of the population 
experienced a rise in number of workers compared with eight per cent moving to a 
married/cohabiting couple household).  Interestingly, though, their analysis suggests 
that the exit rate from poverty conditional on experiencing the event is only higher for 
those moving into full-time work compared with repartnering - 66 per cent of those that 
move into full-time work leave poverty, compared with 63 per cent of those that move 
into a married couple household.  For part-time work, the conditional exit rate is only 53 
per cent.  The highest conditional rate for leaving poverty is seen for those who 
repartner and have a rise in number of workers, with 92 per cent of people experiencing 
this event leaving poverty.  However, the prevalence of this event is low, with only five   47 
number of studies have found that those who had moved into couples were more likely 
to be in work than those remaining lone parents (Bradshaw and Millar, 1991; Finlayson 
et al., 2000; McKay, 2002; Kasparova et al., 2003).  Furthermore, Kasporova et al 
(2003) find a positive effect of repartnering on family work status, with a higher 
proportion of those who repartner having at least one adult in work of more than 16 
hours per week in 2001 compared with those who did not repartner.   
 
Several studies have tested this association between repartnering and a move into 
work
11 in a multivariate framework using a logistic regression analysis (Ford et al., 
1998; Iacovou and Berthoud, 2000; Kasparova et al., 2003).  Both Ford et al (1998) and 
Kasparova et al (2003), using the PRILIF cohort and FACS data respectively, find 
repartnering to be significantly associated with work.  Interestingly, Kasparova et al 
(2003) also find that working lone parents in 1999 that form couples by 2001 have 
higher odds of leaving work over this time than those who remained as lone parents.  As 
they comment, an element of this is as a result of lone parents forming couples and then 
having a new baby which results in the lone mother leaving work.  Iacovou and 
Berthoud (2000) distinguish between lone mothers that find a partner with a job and 
those finding a partner without a job in their study of employment transitions of low-
income families extracted from the BHPS.  Their results indicated a large and highly 
significant association between a lone mother finding a partner with a job and 
subsequently moving into work herself.  However, the effect of finding a partner 
without a job on movements into work for lone mothers could not be reliably 
determined due to no lone mother in their analysis finding a jobless partner and then 
going on to find a job herself.  Finlayson et al (2000) also looked at factors associated 
with work entry, but using a transition rate model which analysed the speed of entry 
into work for out of work lone mothers in 1991.  Again in this analysis the presence of a 
partner had a strong and positive influence on the chance of moving into work.   
 
Despite reasonably clear evidence of an association between repartnering and a move 
into employment, as described above, logistic regression analyses such as those referred 
to have not been able to determine the temporal ordering of events.  This has led to 
further analysis attempting to do this; both Ford et al (1998) and Finlayson et al (2000) 
examined the month-on-month employment and partnership history data collected by 
the PSI surveys in order to attempt to discover which of these transitions came first – 
                                                 
11 In all studies a move into work was defined as working at least 16 hours per week.   49 
depends on the employment status of the new partner as well as the lone mother.  As 
Marsh et al (2001) describe with reference to Family Credit, repartnering might result in 
the start of a claim either because the new partner is working more than 15 hours per 
week (and was previously not able to claim because they did not have dependent 
children) or if the new partner is not working, because this encourages one of them to 
go out to work and claim Family Credit.  However, repartnering might also result in a 
move off in-work entitlements.  For example if a working lone mother repartners with a 
working partner they might lose entitlement due to their combined incomes rising above 
the eligibility threshold, or because it enables the lone mother to stop working (Marsh et 
al., 2001).  In the latter scenario, Marsh et al (2001) point out that although a claim 
based on the lone mother’s earnings might come to an end, a new claim might be made 
based on the new partner’s earnings.   
 
Descriptive analysis of the association between repartnering and movements off Income 
Support using FACS data have found evidence to suggest that repartnering is associated 
with a move off Income Support (McKay, 2002; Marsh and Perry, 2003).  McKay 
(2002) finds 70 per cent of lone parents in 1999 who had moved into a partnership by 
2000 had also left Income Support by this time, although this is based on less than 50 
cases making this transition. Almost double the amount made a move into work, with 
76 per cent of these respondents also leaving Income Support.  Very few lone mothers 
were found to make both transitions (17 cases), but all of those that did were found to 
move off Income Support.  Marsh and Perry (2003) find that 80 per cent of lone parents 
receiving Income Support in 1999 and that had formed a couple by 2001 were to also 
leave Income Support.  Only six per cent of those forming a couple in 2001 made a 
transition in the other direction – from not receiving Income Support in 1999 to being in 
receipt in 2001.   
 
In terms of multivariate analysis, Finlayson et al (2000) investigated the dynamics of 
Income Support using month-by-month records of a lone mother’s benefit status 
collected from the PRILIF cohort which allowed them to construct duration models for 
entering and leaving this benefit.  They find no evidence to suggest that repartnering 
may encourage a more rapid move off Income Support, however. Particularly important 
variables found to significantly increase the time a lone mother remained on this benefit 
included the presence of children with a longstanding illness or disability, the presence 
of two or more children under the age of five in the household and scores of two or   50 
more on the hardship index. Having young children in the household was also important 
in predicting movements onto Income Support for lone mothers not claiming this 
benefit initially. 
 
Bryson and Marsh (1996) investigated what happened to families after they left Family 
Credit and included an examination of why families left in their analysis.  They found 
that repartnering accounted for 10 per cent of exits from Family Credit.  Repartnering 
was also found to explain routes out of Family Credit in Ford et al’s (1998) analysis of 
the PRILIF cohort where they found that 46 per cent of those who had left Family 
Credit between 1991 and 1995 had repartnered.  Analysis of the third wave of the FACS 
data by Marsh and Perry (2003) supports these earlier findings with 71 per cent of lone 
mothers in receipt of Family Credit in 1999 who had repartnered by 2001 found to have 
also left Family Credit by 2001.  In contrast, Marsh et al (2001)’s descriptive analysis of 
the dynamics of Family Credit receipt found repartnering was more likely to result in 
the start of a claim than the end of a claim.   
Finlayson et al (2000) investigated the dynamics of Family Credit in a multivariate 
framework as they did for Income Support using the month-by-month records of a lone 
mother’s benefit status as described above.  Although repartnering was not found to be 
important in predicting a move off Family Credit, it was found to be associated with a 
move onto Family Credit which, as Finlayson et al (2000) comment, is when the claim 
would probably be based on the new partner’s job. 
 
Of course, the relationship between repartnering and benefit receipt may be further 
complicated by other changes which are likely to be associated with repartnering, such 
as the birth of a new baby (see below for evidence of an association between new 
children and repartnering).  Marsh et al (2001) examine the effect of new births on 
claims for Family Credit finding that the birth of a new baby was more commonly 
associated with the start of a claim than the end of one.  In their analysis, 21 per cent of 
those who had given birth since January 1996 had started a claim for Family Credit 
within three months of the birth.  Only six per cent of these ended the claim within three 
months either side of the birth.  As they describe the reasons for this move onto family 
credit are likely to be a result of the new baby causing an increase in the Family Credit 
threshold enabling a new claim.  Furthermore, moves off Family Credit might be either 
as a result of the worker in receipt of Family Credit ceasing work in order to concentrate 
on looking after the new baby and hence ending their claim for in-work benefits, or   52 
well-being and employment status then this finding is perhaps not surprising, since it is 
likely more of the ex-lone mothers would be able to afford this type of housing.  Indeed, 
Vegeris and Perry (2003) find that the highest increase in owner occupation is observed 
for those lone parents who repartnered and moved into work. 
 
Despite these findings, a significant proportion of lone mothers will not experience such 
a move upon repartnering.  Analyses of the PRILIF cohort suggest that new partners are 
more likely to move into the home of the lone mother, than for the lone mother to move 
into the new partner’s accommodation.  This is perhaps what one would expect given 
that a lone mother might be reluctant to move herself and a child whereas the new 
partner is unlikely to be bringing any dependent children with him, as will be discussed 
below.  Both Ford et al (1998) and Finlayson et al (2000) in their analyses of the 
PRILIF cohort of lone mothers found around half of the lone parents that repartnered in 
their samples had the new partner move into their home, whereas only a tenth moved 
into the new partners accommodation.  The remainder were found to move into a new 
joint home.   
 
Vegeris and Perry (2003) also investigated housing conditions in relation to the 
changing relationship statuses of families in their study.  They find no change in the 
proportions of those with at least three problems with their housing or with 
overcrowding across any of the relationship subgroups over the surveys years.  
However, the proportion of families who were not able to afford to keep their home 
warm in winter did fall for all relationship status groups, particularly those who 
repartnered.  Indeed, this was especially true of those that had repartnered and moved 
from not working in 1999 to working by 2000. 
 
In summary, previous findings suggest that repartnering is associated with a household 
move, with higher proportions of those repartnering experiencing such a move 
compared with those remaining lone mothers.  Nevertheless, many are likely to have 
their partners move in with them rather than to move themselves, and rarely do lone 
mothers move into the new partner’s home.  There appears to be some indication that a 
household move might involve a step onto the ‘property ladder’ with an association 
between repartnering and a move into owner occupation found from descriptive analysis 
of both PRILIF and FACS data.  Furthermore, repartnering may also provide a lone 
mother with the extra resources needed to improve quality of life within the home, such   55 
repartnering leads to an improvement in financial circumstances, may also result in 
improvements in mental health, given the positive association found between financial 
hardship and psychological distress for lone mothers (see e.g. Baker and North, 1999; 
Hope et al., 1999a).  However, as discussed above, previous research indicates that the 
relationship between repartnering and an improvement in financial circumstances is 
often related to changes in the employment status of a lone mother upon repartnering.  If 
repartnering is accompanied by a move into the labour market as well, it is possible that, 
at least initially, a lone mother might experience difficulties combining the roles of 
motherhood and paid work. Under this theory (referred to as the ‘multiple burden 
hypothesis’), one might expect health to deteriorate. However, recent research which 
has considered health in relation to the multiple roles that women often have to combine 
finds little evidence for the multiple burden hypothesis (Lahelma et al., 2002).  Instead, 
support is found for the contrasting ‘multiple attachment hypothesis’, which suggests 
that multiple roles lead to positive health outcomes since they provide women with 
greater attachment to the community (Lahelma et al., 2002).   
 
In terms of empirical evidence of the association between repartnering and health for 
lone mothers, data from the PRLIF cohort of lone mothers suggests that repartnering 
might lead to improvements in health.  Finlayson et al (2000) find a lower incidence of 
depression and anxiety amongst those who had found a partner.  In addition to this, a 
third of lone parents reported a long standing illness in 1996 and 1998 compared with 
only a quarter of those who were now couples.  Marsh and Vegeris (2004) also find 
some evidence of an association between repartnering and improvements in health, 
finding the growth of long-standing health problems to be stronger for those who did 
not repartner.  However, the effect of repartnering on health outcomes for lone mothers 
in the U.K. is yet to be tested in a multivariate framework.   
 
Studies conducted in other countries (mainly the U.S.) which have considered marital 
transitions in relation to health outcomes and have included controls for demographic 
and socio-economic variables find a positive effect of repartnering on health 
(Mastekaasa, 1994; Williams and Umberson, 2004).  However, in the study by Williams 
and Umberson (2004) the positive effect of remarriage is smaller for women than men 
and stronger for younger compared to older adults.  Although these studies suggest that 
entering into a new partnership might lead to improvements in health for lone mothers, 
the results cannot be directly applied to lone mothers.    59 
interviewed in each subsequent year after the survey began in 1991.  Individuals who 
leave an enumerated household are followed into their new homes and all adult 
members of their new household are also interviewed allowing the survey to provide a 
representative picture of the British population and how it changes over the 1990s 
(Taylor et al., 2006) 
 
The rationale behind using the BHPS for this analysis was in principal due to its 
longitudinal nature and the number of waves of data available for longitudinal analysis.  
Since a key aim of this study is to investigate the repartnering patterns of lone mothers 
using a variety of time-varying as well as time-invariant covariates it is necessary to be 
able to observe these lone mothers from the point at which they enter lone motherhood 
until the time at which they either repartner, their children grow up (and hence they are 
no longer defined as being a lone mother), or they leave the study due to non-contact.  
Therefore a particular advantage of the BHPS over other longitudinal studies, such as 
the Families and Children Study (FACS), was the large number of waves of data that 
the BHPS has available for analysis (fourteen waves compared with only seven in the 
FACS) allowing scope for capturing women at the point at which they became a lone 
mother and providing enough follow up waves after this point to allow their 
repartnering patterns to be observed and analysed.  Furthermore, it was possible to use 
the marital and cohabitation histories collected in wave two, supplemented with 
information relating to marital status across subsequent waves of the panel, to create 
partnership histories for the lone mothers which were required in the models. 
 
 
4.2 Sampling design of the BHPS 
 
4.2.1 Selecting the initial sample at wave one 
 
Households were initially selected for inclusion at wave one of the BHPS using a two-
stage probability design and systematic sampling.  As Taylor et al (2006) describe, this 
design was chosen as a result of the need to balance efficiency and cost and is 
approximately an equal probability selection method (EPSEM) design.  The small users 
Postcode Address File (PAF) for Great Britain was used as the sampling frame, which, 
as described by Wilson and Elliot (1987), is a comprehensive list of addresses which 
receive less than 25 mail items per day and is hierarchically organised on a geographic   60 
basis.  The PAF is one of only two sampling frames (the other is the Electoral register) 
considered as ‘serious contenders’ for sampling residential addresses in Great Britain 
(Lynn and Taylor, 1995).  In fact, as Lynn and Taylor (1995) comment, the PAF is 
considered superior to the Electoral register for sampling households. 
 
Overall, 250 postcode sectors were selected from a list of all postcode sectors south of 
the Caledonian Canal, which was stratified by region and three socio-demographic 
variables.  A probability proportional to size method was used for selection of the 
sectors where size was determined by the number of delivery points in the sector for 
England and Wales and the sum of the Multiple Occupancy Indicators for all the 
delivery points in the sector for Scotland (Taylor et al., 2006).  These postcode sectors 
constituted the Primary Sampling Units (PSUs) in the first stage of selection.   
 
In the second stage of selection a systematic sampling procedure was used to select an 
average of 33 delivery points (equivalent to addresses) from each of the selected sectors.  
From each of the selected residential addresses (non-residential addresses and 
institutions were excluded from the analysis) households were then selected by the 
interviewers in the field.  In total 8,167 addresses were selected using the above method 
and face to face interviews were attempted with all private households located at these 
addresses, up to a maximum of three households.  In the event of an address containing 
more than three households (only 2.7% of households), a Kish Grid procedure was 
employed to randomly select households for inclusion in the sample (Lynn, 2006).  The 
standard Office of Population Census and Surveys (OPCS) definition of a household 
was used to select households for inclusion: one person living alone or a group of 
people who either share living accommodation OR share one meal a day and who have 
the address as their only or main residence (Taylor et al., 2006).  At each selected 
household interviews were sought with every resident adult household member (any 
person aged 16 years and over on 1
st December 1991) and attempts were made to obtain 
proxy interviews for all eligible members of that household that were either absent or 
too ill to respond to the survey. At wave one a total of 13,840 persons were enumerated 
and constituted the Original Sample Members (OSMs).  Of these, 10,751 were eligible 
for interview under the conditions described above and a total of 10,264 (including 
proxy respondents) interviews were achieved (Lynn, 2006).  
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4.2.2 Sampling and follow up procedures after wave one 
 
In subsequent waves interviews are sought with all adult members of households that 
contain at least one member of a household enumerated at wave one (e.g. all households 
containing at least one OSM).  In addition, where possible, attempts have been made to 
achieve interviews with any individuals enumerated, but not interviewed at wave one, 
due to refusal or because they were unable to take part for any reason (i.e. illness).  
Furthermore, an attempt was made at wave two to contact households where no 
interviews were achieved with any of its household members at wave one after 
verification that a household move had not taken place between the two survey waves 
(Taylor et al., 2006).  However, in many cases these households were non-respondents 
at wave two and hence no further attempts were made to contact them again at 
subsequent waves (Lynn, 2006). 
 
Thus the rules that determine who is eligible for interviewing in the subsequent waves 
are described by Johnson (2002) as follows:  firstly, all individuals present in a 
household sampled in wave one (the OSMs) are followed even if they leave to join or 
form new households.  Secondly, persons moving into households with an OSM after 
wave one, or an OSM forming a household with other persons become Temporary 
Sample Members (TSM) and are followed only while they remain in the household with 
the OSM.  Finally, children born to OSMs automatically become OSMs themselves.  
Additionally any TSM who is the parent of an OSM child becomes a Permanent Sample 
Member (PSM) and is followed even when they do not continue to reside with an OSM.  
It should also be noted that although in the following waves, as in wave one, the 
criterion for sampling includes only residential addresses south of the Caledonian canal, 
OSMs are followed into institutions (except prison) and into areas north of the 
Caledonian canal (Taylor et al., 2006). Furthermore, OSMs who move out of England, 
Scotland or Wales remain in the sample but are not interviewed until the time comes 
that they return to England, Scotland or Wales (Lyon, Barnes and Sweiry, 2006). 
 
4.2.3 Additions and changes to the BHPS since 1991 
 
As described by Taylor et al (2006), there have been several changes and additions to 
the BHPS since the survey began in 1991, which are to be summarised briefly below.  
The first change came in wave four (1994) with the addition of a young person’s survey   62 
called the British Youth Panel (BYP).  This survey interviews all children in sample 
households aged between 11 and 15 years. 
 
A further addition to the panel came in 1997 when the BHPS began to provide data for 
the United Kingdom European Community Household Panel (ECHP).  A sub-sample 
comprising original UKECHP respondents was incorporated including those households 
in Northern Ireland that were still responding and a ‘low income’ sample from the Great 
Britain panel.  In 2001 the ECHP came to an end however and with no alternative 
funding available for the ECHP sub-sample, it was not continued beyond wave eleven. 
 
At wave nine a further two samples were added –one from Scotland and one from 
Wales as a result of the need to increase the original small samples from these countries 
to allow independent analysis and cross country comparisons.  With wave nine also 
came a change in the mode of data collection, with a move to computer assisted 
personal interviewing (CAPI) in the hope to improve data quality as well as to speed up 
the turnaround and release of data and to reduce fieldwork costs. 
 
The latest addition to the BHPS, which came in 2001, is a sample in Northern Ireland –
The Northern Ireland Household Panel Survey (NIHPS) meaning that the panel survey 
is now representative of the whole of the UK and not just Great Britain.  The addition of 
this sample also allows for comparisons to be drawn between Northern Ireland and the 
UK. 
 
4.2.4 Survey instruments 
 
A number of survey instruments are used to collect data from respondents in the BHPS 
including, amongst others, a Household Composition Form, a Household Questionnaire, 
an Individual Schedule and a Self Completion Questionnaire.  After the initial collection 
of a complete listing of all household members, along with some basic demographic 
information and details of relationships between household members using the 
Household Composition Form, a Household Questionnaire is administered to the 
household reference person collecting data on the accommodation and tenure and some 
household measures of composition.  An Individual Questionnaire is then administered 
with every adult member (aged 16 and over) of the household which collects 
information on a number of topics including individual demographics, health and   63 
caring, current employment and earnings, employment changes over the past year, 
values and opinions and, at wave two specifically, lifetime childbirth, marital and 
relationship history.  Finally a Self Completion Questionnaire is used to collect 
information on questions which are considered sensitive and hence require more privacy 
as well as some subjective or attitudinal questions which are considered to be vulnerable 
to the influence of other people’s presence during completion (Taylor et al., 2006).  
Contained within this questionnaire is a reduced version of the General Health 
Questionnaire (GHQ), described by Taylor et al (2006), as an instrument originally 
developed to screen for psychiatric illness, but often used as an indicator of subjective 
well-being. 
 
In the circumstance that a member of the household is absent at the time of the 
interview, or is too old or infirm to complete an interview themselves, a Proxy Schedule 
is completed with another household member, preferably the spouse or adult child.  This 
takes the form of a considerably shortened version of the individual questionnaire and 
includes some demographic, health and employment details and a summary income 
measure (Taylor et al., 2006).   If all efforts to achieve a face-to-face interview fail then 
a Telephone Questionnaire is used which is based on a reduced version of the proxy 
schedule. 
  
4.2.5 Features of the survey which promote longitudinal analysis 
 
As previously described above, the panel nature of the BHPS is particularly 
advantageous for the longitudinal analysis required by this study, as is the availability of 
a large number of waves in order to identify those moving into a spell of lone 
motherhood and to obtain sufficient waves of follow-up observations to observe their 
repartnering patterns.  Of principal importance is the identification of factors that are 
related to a move (back) into a partnership, particularly those which vary over the 
course of time a woman remains at risk of leaving lone parenthood.  Hence it is 
necessary to have a wide range of questions asked repeatedly in each subsequent wave 
as well as those only required to be asked once.  In the BHPS many of the questions are 
repeated in subsequent waves and those asked in all waves are known as the “Core 
questions”.  These questions include any relating to the status of the individual and the 
household, such as employment status, marital status and housing tenure for example, 
which are considered likely to change from year to year and hence must be asked at   64 
each wave.  In addition to this are questions asked in alternating waves, or on a cyclical 
basis, known as “Rotating Core” questions which include any topics for which large 
changes over each wave are not expected and hence they are not needed to be asked in 
every year.  Finally, those only asked once in the survey are known as “Non-core” or 
“Variable Components” which include questions which establish ‘initial conditions’, 
such as year of birth, as well as in-depth questions on a particular topic chosen for that 
wave, such as marital and fertility histories and retrospective work histories  (Taylor et 
al., 2006).  Variables used in this analysis are taken from each of these components and 
will be described in more detail below. 
 
 
4.3 Initial selection of samples for this analysis 
 
The BHPS data is divided into a number of files referred to as record types which 
contain data collected at each wave for different subsets of questions and respondents 
and in general correspond to the different questionnaire instruments or major 
distinguishable elements within those instruments (Taylor et al., 2006).  The main 
record types used in the collection of samples for this analysis included wINDRESP,  
the record containing the individual data from full and proxy questionnaires at each 
wave and wHHRESP which contains data for all respondent households collected from 
the Household Questionnaire and household level information from the Household 
Composition Form. 
 
4.3.1 Selecting out those who became a lone mother over the life of the panel 
 
To look at the repartnering patterns of lone mothers it was necessary to firstly select out 
women that actually became lone mothers throughout the life of the panel in order to 
then follow them up through the waves and analyse their repartnering trajectories.  This 
process began by selecting variables from individual and household files of successive 
pairs of waves of the BHPS (e.g. 1991 and 1992) and merging these together with the 
use of the cross-wave person identifier.  Successive waves up to wave thirteen were 
merged together in order to create twelve samples each containing a sample of 
respondents and their recorded responses at these two successive points in time.  Waves 
thirteen and fourteen were not merged together due to that fact that any women entering 
lone motherhood in 2004 would not have any years at risk of repartnering available for   67 
a woman that went from cohabiting in one wave to separated or divorced in the next is 
assumed to have been married at some point in the past, rather than having got married 
and then subsequently separated or divorced in the time between the two survey waves.  
Considering the length of time between the survey waves is short –only one year and 
due to the process of divorce being time consuming, this is deemed a reasonable 
assumption and is one used in other analyses (see Peters, 1988).   Furthermore, even if 
this was the case for some women, one could argue that since the marriage was so short 
then the cohabitation was the more relevant partnership and the characteristics of the 
woman are likely to be more similar to other previously cohabiting women than other 
previously married women. 
 
Therefore, using the respondent’s de-facto marital status those counted as becoming a 
divorced, separated or widowed lone mother were any women that went from married at 
the first time point to divorced, separated, or widowed respectively and had at least one 
dependent child at the second time point.  Those counted as becoming a lone mother 
through the breakdown of a cohabitation included any women that went from 
cohabiting to separated, divorced, widowed or never-married and had at least one 
dependent child at the second point in time.  Finally, those becoming a lone mother 
whilst single and never-married included those women that stayed never-married 
between the two time points, but who gave birth to a child between the first and second 
time point.  A dependent child in this analysis was defined as any child aged under 16 
living in the household.  Although this definition is slightly different to that defined by 
the Department of Social Security, which includes all children aged under 16 as well as 
those aged 16 to under 19 in full-time education, it is considered that this will not 
substantially affect the analysis and would only further complicate the identification of 
those lone mothers leaving lone motherhood due to their children growing up.   
 
In addition, and quite importantly, the response to the question which checks whether 
the respondent is actually living with their spouse or partner was used to determine 
whether, in spite of a change in marital status observed between the two successive 
waves, the spouse or partner was actually living in the household initially in the first of 
the two waves.  This is important due to that fact that there is a chance that although a 
change in marital status has been observed, the relationship might have actually broken 
down before this change in marital status occurred.  Indeed, taking a closer look at some 
of these women who would be coded as lone mothers due to a change in their marital   68 
status, but whose partners were found to not actually be living in the household in the 
year prior to this change, it was found that in some cases the spouse or partner had not 
been living with the respondent for several years before this change in the woman’s 
marital status actually occurred. Therefore only women whose spouse or partner were 
living in the household in the year prior to an observed change in marital status were 
coded as becoming a lone mother through the breakdown of a partnership.   
 
Furthermore, considering the condition described above concerning whether or not the 
spouse was present in the household in the year before a change in marital status 
occurred, it was decided that any woman that stayed married between these time points, 
but whose husband was no longer living in the household at the second time point were 
also included as becoming separated lone mothers, or even divorced lone mothers as the 
legal marital status of some cases suggested.  This was due to that fact that it was 
considered that the point at which the husband moved out was more important in 
defining a move into the lone parenthood state, than simply a change in marital status.  
Although financially these lone mothers may be more similar to other lone mothers in 
the study at the point at which the change in marital status occurs, in terms of the loss of 
additional support in the household and potentially extra childcare provision there are 
likely to be more similarities at the time at which the husband actually leaves the 
household.  It is also this change which is likely to determine the most significant 
changes in the household that occur when a woman becomes a lone mother, such as a 
change in employment status.  Moreover, for all but one of the fourteen such women 
that were included in the final sample (one left after just two years without any change 
in marital status), the change in marital status was to occur in the subsequent wave in 
any case. 
 
As well as this, two women appeared to have moved from married in the first time point 
to never-married in the second time point and, after further examination, these were 
coded as lone mothers separated from a marriage.  Finally, it should also be noted that 
several women (eleven in the final sample) went from either cohabiting or married with 
no children to living without a spouse or partner but now with one dependent child.  For 
those that were in a cohabiting relationship initially it might be that the cohabitation 
ended before the child was born and therefore technically these lone mothers could be 
considered as single never-married lone mothers.  For two of these cases it was possible 
to obtain information on the date of separation of the mother and partner due to the fact   69 
that partnership history data was collected in this year.  This data was compared with 
the month of birth of the child and it was found that these births did actually take place 
inside of the cohabitation.  However, for the majority of previously married or 
previously cohabiting lone mothers this detailed information was not available and 
therefore it was decided that since these lone mothers had recently been in a partnership 
they were likely to have most similar characteristics to those that became a lone mother 
through the breakdown of a partnership and hence were coded in this manner.   
 
Women that did not become any type of lone mother over this period were then deleted 
from these samples.  A small number of these deleted women (twelve overall) included 
those who had been married in the past, but who remained un-partnered over the two 
waves and either had grown up non-dependent children or were childless, but gave birth 
to a child between the two waves.  Therefore, although these women did effectively 
become lone mothers, they are a distinct group of generally older women who are likely 
to have different characteristics to both the other two groups of lone mothers being 
analysed in this study.  Due to the small sample size of this group they could not be 
analysed separately and it would also be difficult to account for them in any analyses so 
they were necessarily deleted from the sample. 
 
In addition, a number of women (50 overall) were found to re-enter lone motherhood in 
later waves after being selected already in a prior wave and these were also deleted from 
the samples in which they re-appeared.  Although it is possible to carry out event 
history analysis of repeated events, such as moving into lone parenthood and out and 
back in again and hence allowing women to have multiple spells of lone parenthood, 
analysis of such type of events is beyond the scope of this study.  Therefore only the 
first observed spell of lone parenthood after 1991 is to be examined in relation to 
repartnering.  It should be noted that this is not necessarily the first ever spell of lone 
motherhood.  
 
When selecting the samples, any women that were not able to be contacted at all in 
either one of the time points were necessarily excluded from the analyses since they 
provided no information on transitions over this time period.  No distinctions were 
made between the sample status of the respondent, i.e. whether they were an OSM or   75 
never-married in 1991 and 1992 and cohabiting in 1993, but the cohabitation history file 
collected in 1992 reporting both woman as cohabiting at this time with cohabitations 
beginning in 1991 and 1992 respectively.  Since it was unclear whether in fact the 
relationship recorded in the history file in 1992 was the same relationship as that 
recorded in the individual file a year later and also if it was, when exactly it began, it 
was decided to use the information collected in the individual file as being correct (for a 
more detailed explanation of the reasoning for this decision see Section 4.5.4 where 
recall bias is discussed).  This meant that their previous partnerships were coded as 
beginning in 1993 for both women and hence their previous union duration was 
measured as two years and one year less respectively, compared to if the information 
from the history file had been used.  Since, as previously mentioned, the variable 
measuring previous union duration is to be grouped in the analysis this slight 
discrepancy is unlikely to affect the analysis in any case.  The discrepancy was also 
taken into consideration when coding the total number of partnerships a woman had 
previously had.  Since it was not certain whether this was a different partnership or not 
then it was not included as so. 
 
Another discrepancy between files concerned one woman who was recorded in the 
individual file in 1992 as separated from a marriage, yet when matching the responses 
for this women from the marital history file no information was found relating to the 
starting and separation dates of this relationship.  Interestingly though, it was found that 
there were some partnership start and end dates recorded for this woman in the 
cohabitation history file.  Since the end dates found in this file matched with the 
information found in the individual file for this woman it was assumed that this was an 
error made by the interviewer whereby the dates of the separation of the marriage were 
filled out on the form relating to cohabitations instead. These dates were therefore 
substituted as the dates of separation of the marriage in the absence of any other 
information.  
 
4.3.3 Coding of partnership histories for those entering lone motherhood through 
giving birth whilst single and never-married 
 
Whilst by definition these lone mothers have never been married, it is likely that a 
proportion may have experienced a cohabiting relationship in the past.  For this type of 
lone mother it was not necessary, however, to use the procedure described above to   76 
create partnership histories due to the release of a consolidated marital and cohabitation 
history file containing retrospective histories for all individuals in the BHPS.  Merging 
this file with the sample of single never-married lone mothers enabled construction of 
the number of previous partnerships for these lone mothers.  Given that only around 15 
per cent of the sample appeared to have ever been in a cohabiting relationship, the 
duration of the prior union was not coded for this type of lone mother. 
 
4.3.4 Appending the subsequent waves for each of the sub-samples of lone 
mothers 
 
Once the responses to each of the variables of interest had been obtained, the next step 
was to append the responses to each of the selected variables for the rest of the waves 
each person was in the study in order to obtain wave on wave responses for use as the 
time-varying covariates.  Each sub-sample was taken in turn and the rest of the waves 
were appended up to wave fourteen.  In each case the subject’s responses to the 
variables at each wave were appended up to the first time that they were completely lost 
from the study (i.e. did not provide any type of interview).  For example, if a respondent 
entered lone motherhood in 1998 but only responded in the study up until 2002 then 
they would have five lines of data in the dataset.  At this stage it was important to create 
a variable for each of the sub-samples to identify the year of entry into lone motherhood 
in order to distinguish between the different cohorts of lone mothers in the final sample. 
 
4.3.5 Final appending of all sub-samples 
 
The next step was to ‘stack’ all the sub-samples of lone mothers together to create two 
samples, one containing those that had become lone mothers through the breakdown of 
a previous partnership and one including those entering lone motherhood through 
having a birth whilst single and never-married.  These two samples therefore contained 
all women that became a lone mother at some point throughout the life of the panel and 
their responses to selected variables over the subsequent waves that they were 
interviewed in the panel.  As can be seen in Table 4.1, the overall sample sizes achieved 
at this stage were 491 lone mothers that had entered through the breakdown of a 
previous partnership and 99 single never-married lone mothers. 
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4.3.6 Defining periods ‘at risk’ 
 
In order for the analysis to be carried out it was necessary to identify the periods where 
a lone mother was ‘at risk’ of repartnering.  This therefore included any periods after the 
year of becoming a lone mother and up to and including the year of repartnering, or the 
year their children grew up (i.e. the year their youngest child reached age 16 years).  A 
variable to identify a move into a partnership was therefore required for each sample.  
Those identified as (re)partnering included any women that went from being a lone 
mother in a particular wave to either cohabitating or married with dependent children in 
the following wave and where the spouse was recorded as living in the household at this 
time.  In addition a variable to identify those whose children grew up was created and 
included any women that went from having dependent children living in the household 
in a particular wave to having no dependent children living in the household in the 
following wave.  All periods where a lone mother was not at risk, which therefore 
included the survey wave in which they were found to have become a lone mother and 
any survey waves after they were found to have either repartnered, or their children had 
grown up, were therefore deleted from the dataset.
15  (An example of the format of the 
final dataset can be seen in Figure 5.3.)  After the creation of the variable measuring 
repartnering it was found that none of the women in the sample of previously partnered 
lone mothers repartnered after nine years and none of the never-married single lone 
mothers repartnered after eight years.   Furthermore, the number of women in each 
sample remaining after these time points was extremely small, only nine and six women 
respectively.  The analysis was therefore restricted to time periods under ten years and 
under nine years for the two samples respectively.  It is acknowledged here that those in 
the sample for the longer durations will be a select group of lone mothers which entered 
lone motherhood in the early years of the study period and had younger children at this 
time point.  However controls will be used in the analysis to account for such issues. 
 
 
                                                 
15 As a result of this process a number of lone mothers were lost from the samples (35 from the sample of 
those separated from a previous partnership and two from the sample of those that were single never-
married).  This was due to the fact that these women did not remain in the survey for any waves after the 
wave in which they were found to have become a lone mother and hence did not provide any years at risk 
available for analysis. 
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4.5 Data quality 
 
The quality of the data under analysis clearly has important implications for the validity 
of the results from this study.  This section begins by discussing the different types of 
error present in survey data.  Following this several aspects of non-sampling error, 
namely wave non-response and attrition, item non-response and recall error are 
considered in more detail. 
 
4.5.1 Sampling and non-sampling error 
 
Survey errors can be sub-divided into two types of error, namely sampling and non-
sampling error.  Sampling error refers to the random error produced as a result of the 
fact that only a sample of the population is surveyed rather than the whole population 
and that the sample units (i.e. the individual respondents) are different from each other 
(Groves, 1989).  The variability of this sampling error is measured by the standard error, 
which can then be used to construct confidence intervals for sample estimates.  Later, in 
the results of the multivariate analyses, these measures of sampling error will be 
reported to indicate the level of accuracy surrounding the sample estimates in this 
analysis.  However, what must be borne in mind when interpreting these measures of 
error is that, as highlighted by Groves (1989), the standard error of a survey estimate 
does not reflect the error resulting from non-sampling errors such as non-response or 
non-coverage and often underestimates the total variability of that sample estimate if 
repeated samples were taken. 
 
Non-sampling error refers to systematic errors that do not arise merely from only taking 
a sample of the population rather than a census, but encompass a number of different 
errors or biases which can be attributed to sources such as question wording, 
interviewer effects, coverage error (where certain people are not included in the 
sampling frame) and non-response (Taylor et al., 2006).  These types of error are 
problems for all surveys and as described by Taylor et al (2006) are minimised as much 
as possible through the design and implementation of the BHPS.  However non-
response poses a particular threat to the quality of panel data and will be discussed in 
more detail below. 
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4.5.3 Item non-response 
 
Even when a full interview is achieved in a survey, responses to certain questions are 
often missing, a problem commonly known as item non-response.  Among other things 
this may be a result of refusal on the part of the respondent to answer the question, or 
interviewer error such as mistakes in following complicated filter questions (Little, 
1992).  Whatever way the missing data is generated, it is a particular problem in all 
social surveys, as described by Taylor et al (2006), and must be dealt with using one of 
the many techniques which exist.  One method to deal with this type of missing data is 
to simply delete any cases with missing values on any of the variables of interest, a 
process known as ‘listwise deletion’ or ‘complete case analysis’.  For many statistical 
packages listwise deletion is the default solution to deal with missing data and, as 
described by Little and Rubin (2002), has two advantages: firstly, simplicity, as it 
permits the use of standard complete case statistical analysis without the need for 
modifications; and secondly, it allows the comparison of univariate statistics since these 
are all calculated from the same base sample.  A major disadvantage of this method, 
however, is the loss of data, which in some cases may be substantial (Allison, 2002).  
As highlighted by Little and Rubin (2002) there are two facets to this loss of 
information, firstly a loss in precision and secondly bias due to that fact that those 
missing may be systematically different to those present.  If the proportion of missing 
data is large, a more satisfactory way to deal with it would be to impute missing values 
using single or multiple imputation (see Kalton and Kasprzyk, 1982; 1986; or Little and 
Rubin, 1987 for a review) or alternatively use maximum likelihood estimation (see 
Little and Rubin, 1987).  However, Little and Rubin (2002) suggest that in 
circumstances where the loss of precision and bias is considered minimal, listwise 
deletion may be justified in terms of simplicity.  Graham and Hofer (2000) in Menard 
(2002) suggest this technique can be regarded as acceptable providing the loss of cases 
is less than five per cent.   
 
Tables 4.15 to 4.18 below show the percentage of missing data on each of the covariates 
to be used in the models of repartnering for each type of lone mother.   For the majority 
of the variables to be investigated in the analysis, it can be seen that the percentage of 
missing data is less than one per cent of observations.  Tables 4.19 and 4.20 show the 
pattern of missing data across variables which have less than three per cent of their 
observations missing.  From Table 4.19 it can be seen that 1,298 cases have no missing   94 
data across any of the variables and 18 cases just have missing values for GHQ score, 
for example. What is clear from these tables is that the overall proportion of each 
sample with any missing data on these variables is small.  In fact it was found that 
listwise deletion of missing data on these variables yields a total of less than 5 per cent 
of person-years lost from each sample.  This method was therefore chosen as the 
preferred method to deal with this missing data.   
 
Both social class and annual income had a higher proportion of missing data however, 
which could not be dealt with simply by deleting observations.  Missing data on the 
social class variable is primarily as a result of women who have never had a job and 
hence their social class could not be coded.  Higher levels of missing data on income are 
generally expected given the sensitivity of income related questions. Missing data on 
both these variables is to be dealt with by creating a missing category.   
 
Finally, the missing data on the variables measuring length of previous union and total 
number of previous partnerships for lone mothers separated from a previous partnership 
is to be dealt with by running separate analyses, one which uses these variables and 
drops any women with missing values on these variables from the analysis and one 
where these variables are not included.  Since it was necessary in most cases to derive 
this information using the lifetime marital and cohabitation histories which were only 
collected in three waves of the BHPS then missing data on this variable is largely due to 
respondents not being present at these times.  Furthermore, it is not that respondents 
were non-contactable or refused to be contacted at these times, but due to them not 
being eligible for interview.  For example, in this analysis nearly 80 per cent of the 
original Essex sample who have missing information for either one of these variables 
were not part of the survey in 1992 when lifetime marital and cohabitation histories 
were collected due to the fact that they were not OSMs (and were either the parent or 
partner of an OSM or were a TSM) or because they were a child under age 16 in wave 
two.  Missing data on this variable is therefore considered to be missing at random 
(MAR)
17 and although any analysis including these covariates might produce estimates 
which may be less precise due to the smaller sample size, estimates are assumed to be 
unbiased. 
 
                                                 
17 Missing at random (MAR) refers to when the probability of non-response depends on observed but not 
unobserved responses.   98 
(Diamond and McDonald, 1992).  Furthermore, more salient events are more likely to 
be remembered than those which are less salient (Sudman and Bradburn, 1973; cited by 
Groves, 1989; Menard, 2002).  Considering that a marriage or cohabitation is likely to 
be considered an important event in one’s life, then despite the long recall period over 
which some respondents are expected to remember, the recording of this type of event is 
expected to be quite accurate.  However, it might be that information for women who 
have had a number of previous partnerships is likely to be less accurate than for those 
with fewer partnerships since for these women there are more dates to remember and 
potentially the events might have been shorter in duration and perhaps considered less 
salient.  There is no way of measuring the reliability of the partnership history data used 
in this analysis, yet the finding of a small number of inconsistencies (four cases) 
between the partnership history data and the individual files (as described in Section 
4.3.2) suggests the presence of some error.  Given the few cases which this concerned, 
the salience of the event in question and the small numbers of women that have had 
many partnerships, the effect of recall error on the analyses undertaken in this study is 
likely to be negligible. 
 
This chapter has provided an introduction to the data used in this study and a detailed 
description of the selection of the samples for analysis, the coding of the data and the 
construction of the final datasets to be analysed in the ensuing chapters.  An 
investigation into the quality of the data, including the level of wave non-response, 
attrition and missing data across the explanatory variables reveals any loss of data for 
these reasons is not substantial and thus suggests a high degree of validity in the results 
obtained.  The next chapter will discuss the main methods of analysis that are used to 
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interest does not occur in the study period and all that is known about the duration an 
individual is at risk for, is that it is larger than the study period.  In fact, several types of 
censoring exist.  Firstly a distinction is made between right and left censoring. Right 
censoring refers to the circumstance when the event occurs after (i.e. ‘to the right of’) 
the follow-up period.  Left censoring occurs when the start of the ‘at risk’ period is not 
observed.  Secondly, censoring can be either informative or non-informative depending 
on whether the censoring mechanism is related to the timing of the event in question.  In 
this study censoring refers to right censoring; left censoring is not a problem due to the 
method used to select the sample of lone mothers under analysis (see Section 4.3.1).  
Furthermore, censoring is non-informative, that is to say that the censoring mechanism 
is assumed to be unrelated to the timing of the event. 
 
The issue of censoring can be dealt with in conventional regression models by using a 
binary dependent variable indicating the occurrence versus the non-occurrence of the 
event during a specified time period (Yamaguchi, 1991).  However as Yamaguchi 
(1991) describes, this results in a loss of information since firstly it is not possible to 
measure any variation in the timing of the event for those who do experience the event, 
secondly it is not possible to measure the occurrence or timing of the event for those 
who experience the event after that period and finally any further duration for those who 
do not experience the event cannot be ascertained.  Another issue with this method is 
with the cut off point selected for the dependent variable, which as Allison (1984) 
describes, is arbitrarily defined.  This can be a serious limitation when there is variation 
in the effects of the covariates on the hazard over time, in which case altering the study 
period might significantly change the effects of the covariates on the occurrence versus 
non-occurrence of the event (Yamaguchi, 1991). 
 
A final issue relates to the inclusion of time-varying covariates (these are covariates 
which vary over the course of the study period) in standard regression models.  One 
method would be to include dummies for a variable for each time period in which it 
changes. However, this is inappropriate for a person who experiences the event early on 
in the study period, since the value of the dummies after they have experienced the 
event should be irrelevant (Allison, 1984).  Another approach would be to include the 
value of the variable from one point in time (e.g. the start of the observation period), 
however as Steele (2005) describes, this does not allow any investigation of the   101 
relationship between the timing of an event and any changes in the value of the 
covariate.  
 
Therefore, although a binary logistic regression could be used to study the occurrence 
versus non-occurrence of repartnering in a specified period of time, there are serious 
limitations to this method, as outlined above.  Event history analysis is able to address 
these limitations and is the most appropriate method for analysis in this study. 
 
 
5.2 Discrete versus continuous time methods 
 
Two broad approaches exist for the analysis of duration data, those which treat time as a 
continuous variable and those which measure time in discrete (banded) intervals.  In 
reality, although the underlying behavioural processes studied by social scientists 
generally occur in continuous time, much of the data on these processes is collected via 
large-scale social surveys and it is commonplace for time spent in a particular state to be 
measured in the form of discrete units such as months or years (Jenkins, 2004).  In 
actual fact, as highlighted by Allison (1984), time is always measured in discrete units 
even if these are as small as hours or days.  Given this, an important consideration in 
deciding which method is more appropriate to use is the ratio of the length of the 
intervals used for grouping to the typical spell length (Jenkins, 2004).  As Jenkins 
(2004) highlights, the smaller this ratio becomes, the more appropriate it is to use a 
continuous time method.   
 
Another consideration is the number of tied survival times in the dataset, that is, the 
number of individuals who experience the event at the same time and hence have the 
same survival time.  As highlighted by Yamaguchi (1991), these occur as a result of the 
time being banded into discrete time intervals and the use of a continuous time method 
on a dataset which includes a large number of ties may result in serious bias in the 
parameter estimates.  Therefore a distinct advantage of discrete time methods is their 
ability to cope with these ties.  A further advantage of the discrete time method relates 
to the ease of incorporating time varying covariates in such models, something which is 
more complicated in continuous time models. Moreover, testing for non-proportionality 
in the hazards is achieved with greater ease using a discrete-time approach.    107 
5.7 Modelling procedure 
 
All analyses detailed below were conducted using Stata Version 9 (StataCorp, 2005). 
 
5.7.1 Life-table analysis 
 
As stated above the functional form for the baseline hazard must be chosen before 
estimation of the models can proceed. In order to do this it is necessary to investigate 
the shape of the overall hazard of repartnering in each of the datasets.  To do this a life-
table analysis was carried out for each sub-sample of lone mothers and plots of the 
hazard function were obtained and examined.  Plots of the survivor function were also 
inspected and used to obtain an estimate of the median duration of lone motherhood.      
 
5.7.2 Bivariate associations with repartnering 
 
Before proceeding with the multivariate analysis it was necessary to carry out an 
exploratory analysis of the two sub-samples in order to observe which variables may be 
important in determining a move into a partnership.  Simple event history models 
containing only a variable to summarise duration dependence (i.e. how the hazard rate 
varies with time) and one other explanatory variable were used.  In order to test the 
statistical significance of an explanatory variable a Likelihood Ratio test was employed.  
This is a particularly useful test which can be used to compare nested models (where 
nested models are those which include the same variables as another model as well as a 
number of additional variables) and tests the hypothesis that the expected values from 
the models are identical except for differences due to random variation (Yamaguchi, 
1991).  If the null hypothesis is true, the test statistic should follow a chi-square 
distribution with a given number of degrees of freedom (depending on the difference in 
the number of variables between the two models).  This test therefore indicates whether 
the addition of the extra explanatory variable significantly improves the fit of the model 
and thus provides some evidence of the statistical importance of each explanatory 
variable in relation to repartnering.   
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Although not statistically significant overall, the relationship found between the 
employment status of a lone mother and partnering suggests there is a significant 
difference in the odds of partnering for those in the family care category compared with 
those who are employed.  The odds of partnering for women in this category are 57 per 
cent lower than the odds for those employed and the p-value relating to this category is 
significant at the five per cent level.  Similarly, the odds of partnering for the other 
categories compared with the employed category suggest that the women out of work 
are less likely to partner than women in employment. However, the differences here are 
not statistically significant and therefore cannot be interpreted with any real certainty. 
 
The bivariate analysis has therefore identified a number of variables that are statistically 
significant with partnering among this group of lone mothers and which may well be 
important in predicting a move into a partnership in the multivariate analysis.  How 
these relationships are modified and which variables remain statistically significant 
predictors of partnering in the presence of other variables will be investigated in the 
next section.  
 
 
6.3 Multivariate analysis of the determinants of partnering for single 
never-married lone mothers 
 
6.3.1 Main effects model 
 
Again, using a discrete time event history model with a piecewise constant baseline 
hazard with time groups defined as detailed in Section 6.1, a forwards selection 
procedure was employed in order to select significant explanatory variables into the 
multivariate model.  Due to the small sample size and resulting limited statistical power 
with which to detect significant associations between partnering and the explanatory 
variables, a significance level of ten per cent was chosen to determine variables to be 
included in the model.  This approach was implemented on the same sample as that 
used in the bivariate analysis, with 296 person-year observations and 35 partnering 
events, in order that a likelihood ratio test could be used to compare nested models.  
Following this the final selected model was re-fitted onto a sample where listwise 
deletion was only carried out for the variables included in the final model (including 
303 person years from 93 lone mothers, with 36 partnering).  Due to the fact that the   119 
From Table 6.6 it can be seen, as was found in the bivariate analysis, that there is no 
relationship between length of time spent as a lone mother and partnering.  Although the 
odds appear to be lower in the sixth and seventh years since entering lone motherhood, 
this difference is not statistically significant.  This might be as a result of limited 
statistical power since sample sizes in these later years are particularly small. It may 
well be that if sample sizes were larger, that a statistically significant reduction in the 
odds of partnering at later durations might be found.  However with the data available 
from this sample there is no evidence to suggest that duration is at all related with a lone 
mothers chance of partnering. 
 
As was found in the bivariate analysis, the most important variable for this type of lone 
mother in relation to partnering, and hence the first variable to be included in the model, 
was the variable indicating receipt of Income Support.  After controlling for other, 
factors lone mothers in receipt of this benefit, according to the model, have 62 per cent 
lower odds of partnering compared with those not receiving the benefit and this result is 
statistically significant at less than the five per cent level. 
 
Self-perceived financial situation is also an important determinant of partnering even 
after controlling for receipt of Income Support. Those perceiving themselves to be ‘just 
about getting by’ have nearly four times the odds of partnering compared with those 
who were ‘finding it quite or very difficult’ to get by.  The odds ratio for those ‘living 
comfortably’ or ‘doing alright’ compared with those ‘finding it quite or very difficult’ 
suggests that again the former have higher odds of partnering compared with the latter, 
although this difference is not found to be statistically significant. 
 
Despite not being found to be significant in the bivariate analysis, after controlling for 
Income Support and financial situation, age was found to significantly improve the fit of 
the model at the ten percent level.  From Table 6.6 it can be seen that the odds of 
partnering for those aged 30 and over are dramatically reduced compared with those 
aged 16-19 years.  Significant at the five per cent level, this odds ratio indicates that 
women entering lone motherhood via this route, at or after the age of thirty, have 95 per 
cent lower odds of partnering compared with those entering in their late teenage years.  
Although the odds ratios in relation to the other categories of this variable are not 
statistically significantly different from the reference category, the pattern in the odds 
ratios suggests there might be an increase in the odds of partnering for those in the 25-  120 
29 age group compared with those in the youngest age group, as was observed in the 
bivariate analysis.  
 
Highest academic qualification is still significant after controlling for other variables in 
the model and reflects, as in the bivariate analysis, that those with a CSE as their highest 
qualification have significantly lower odds of partnering compared with those with none 
of the qualifications listed.  The relationship between this variable and partnering is not 
altered in the multivariate setting, with no clear trend in the pattern of odds ratios over 
other categories of the variable. 
 
The final variable to be included in the model was that referring to the attendance of a 
lone mother at religious services or meetings.  In this case, the model suggests that those 
attending at least ‘practically never’ if not more often have lower odds of partnering 
compared with those only attending for weddings and/or funerals.  The pattern of odds 
ratios across the different categories suggests that, in the main, the odds of partnering 
decline as attendance increases. Those attending practically never have a 65 per cent 
reduction and those attending at least once a month a 91 per cent reduction in the odds 
of partnering compared with the reference category.  No significant difference in odds 
of partnering is found between those attending at least once a week compared with the 
reference, however, perhaps as a result of the rather small sample size present in this 
category (see Appendix A). 
 
6.3.2 Main effects and interactions 
 
Interactions between the time dummies and all the variables were investigated to check 
for non-proportional hazards, however the small sample sizes across categories led to 
problems of infinite maximum likelihood in some cells of the interaction.  Despite this 
issue, the p-values associated with other categories which were unaffected by this 
estimation problem were insignificant, suggesting that the effect of the covariates on 
partnering is not altered as time spent as a lone mother increases.  In addition, 
interactions between the main effects in the model were also examined, although again 
problems of infinite maximum likelihood prevailed and as before no statistically 
significant results were identified.  The final best fitting model therefore included just 
the main effects as shown in Table 6.6. 
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Moore, 1983; De Graaf and Kalmijn, 2003).  Furthermore, it provides confirmation of 
the association between receipt of Income Support and lower odds of repartnering for 
never-married lone mothers as found by Böheim and Ermish (1998), but which was not 
well determined in their analysis which was limited to the first five waves of the BHPS.   
 
Despite this, the mechanisms that lie behind this relationship remain unclear.  What is 
known is that upon forming a partnership Income Support payments are likely to be 
substantially reduced.  But, does this knowledge of a reduction in payments result in a 
lone mother not entering in the search to find a partner in the first place – given that 
economic resources upon partnering are not necessarily divided equally between 
members of the partnership and hence a lone mother may end up individually 
financially worse off? Or is it that she has found a partner, but it is more economically 
viable for them as a couple to remain in a ‘living apart together’ relationship rather than 
residing in the same household?  Another point to consider is the attractiveness of such 
a lone mother, who is on a low income, to a potential new partner.   It might be that the 
perceived financial costs to the new partner are too much of a burden and reduce the 
attractiveness of these lone mothers in the partnering market resulting in them being less 
likely to find a partner. 
 
Whatever the mechanisms that lie behind it may be, this finding highlights the more 
important influence that economic resources have on partnering for never-married lone 
mothers, over those demographic characteristics.  Further support for this contention is 
the finding that a lone mother’s perception of her financial situation is a more important 
indicator of partnering than her age.  Considering this variable, the findings indicate that 
it is those lone mothers who are ‘just about getting by’ who are the most likely to form a 
partnership.  Perhaps, this is the result of a financial incentive to partner for this group 
of women, who are likely, given their response to the survey question, to welcome the 
additional financial resources that a new partnership is likely to bring.  In line with this, 
the lower odds found for the most financially secure group is likely to result from the 
fact that those who consider themselves to be at least ‘doing alright’, have less 
economic need to partner.  Contrastingly, one might expect the worst off groups to have 
the most economic need for partnering, however the lower odds for this group in 
comparison to those ‘just about getting by’ might stem from the fact that these women 
are either too concerned with their money worries to be considering taking part in the   123 
search for a new partner, or perhaps are less desirable for future partners in the 
partnering market as a result of their poor financial status.   
 
Moreover, education, which as previously mentioned might signal potential wage or 
general career orientation (Mott and Moore, 1983), was also found to be related to 
partnering for these lone mothers.  However, the relationship identified is unclear, with 
a large decrease in odds noted for those with CSE’s compared with no academic 
qualifications at all, but no other significant differences between groups. 
 
Despite the clear importance of economic resources in relation to partnering for this 
group of lone mothers as demonstrated above, that is not to say that demographics are 
not important at all.  Age became important in the model after controlling for Income 
Support and financial situation and, as expected from previous research, is found to be 
negatively related to partnering, with a large decrease in the odds noted for those aged 
thirty and over upon entering lone motherhood.  A steady decline in the odds of 
partnering with age is not found however, with an unexpected and somewhat 
unexplainable increase in odds suggested for those aged 25-29 compared with those 
aged 16-19 years of age.    
 
Finally, an interesting result and one that has not been examined in relation to 
partnering of lone mothers previously, was the importance of religion and its effect on 
partnering for single never-married lone mothers.  According to this analysis, the 
frequency of attendance at religious services or meetings is related to partnering, with a 
general pattern of decreasing odds of partnering as frequency of attendance increases.  
This, though, is discounting the group attending most frequently who have 
insignificantly different odds from those only attending for a wedding or funeral.  This 
perhaps therefore suggests that more religious women are less likely to partner than 
those with little or no religious affiliation.  However, this finding is in contrast to that of 
De Graaf and Kalmijn (2003) who found a positive effect of increasing church 
attendance on repartnering after divorce in the Netherlands. 
 
In summary, this chapter has confirmed the average duration of lone motherhood for 
this group of lone mothers to be around the five year mark.  Whilst demographic factors 
have dominated in past analyses, this analysis suggests that socio-economic factors are 
more important predictors of a move into a partnership for this type of lone mother,   124 
particularly those relating to the economic resources of such a mother.  However, what 
must be borne in mind when considering these results is the limited sample size 
available for analysis and hence the lack of statistical power for finding statistically 
significant results.  It may well be that other variables such as employment, social class 
or housing tenure, which have been found to be related to repartnering in previous 
research, might be important, but the sample size is too small to determine statistically 
significant results.  Furthermore, the evidence of duration dependence from several 
previous studies (e.g. Ermisch et al., 1990; Ermisch and Wright, 1991; e.g. Böheim and 
Ermisch, 1998; Payne and Range, 1998; Finlayson et al., 2000), which is not found in 
this study, might result from the small sample sizes, particularly at later durations of 
lone motherhood.  The findings from the analysis of repartnering for those becoming a 
lone mother through the breakdown of a previous partnership, which are to be presented 
and discussed in the following chapter, might shed light on whether this is likely to be 
the case, given the relatively larger sample size of this group.  Additionally, they will 
provide an interesting comparison with the results discussed in this chapter.   130 
addition to these dummies.  This analysis shows a lone mother’s age at the time of 
becoming a lone mother to be highly significant (p-value<0.001) with repartnering for 
this group of lone mothers.  Although no statistical difference in the odds of 
repartnering is found between the two youngest age groups, there is a significant 
reduction in the odds of repartnering for those aged 30-34 and aged 35+ compared with 
those aged 18-24.  The odds ratios for these last two age groups are not statistically 
different from each other however, with a reduction in the odds of 53 per cent and 61 
per cent respectively, compared with the reference group.   
 
The number of children a lone mother has is significantly associated with the likelihood 
of repartnering at the ten per cent level of significance.  The model indicates that in any 
year those with two children have 33 per cent lower odds of repartnering compared with 
those with only one child, but there is no statistically significant difference between the 
likelihood of repartnering for those with three or more children compared to those with 
only one child.   
 
The age of the youngest child is significantly associated with repartnering (p-
value<0.01) and suggests that lone mothers with younger children upon entering lone 
motherhood are more likely to repartner than those with older children.  In fact, those 
with a youngest child between the ages of 12 and 15 have over 50 per cent lower odds 
of repartnering than those with children aged less than 5 years old.  However age of 
youngest child is closely related to the age of a lone mother and therefore it is unclear 
whether this association is merely a reflection of this.  In the multivariate analysis it 
may not remain statistically significant.   
 
The type of union which broke down is not found to be significantly associated with 
repartnering and neither is the number of previous partners that a woman has had.  
Considering the odds ratios for these two variables, there is some suggestion though that 
those who broke up from a cohabitation might be slightly more likely to repartner than 
those who broke up from a marriage, and that those who have had a higher number of 
previous partners are more likely to repartner than those with fewer numbers of 
previous partners.  In contrast with the number of previous partnerships, the duration of 
the most recent previous partnership is significant at the five per cent level.  The model 
suggests that those with a previous union duration of at least 15 years have 45 per cent 
lower odds of repartnering compared with those with a previous union duration of less   131 
than 5 years.  As for age of youngest child, union duration is likely to be associated with 
age and so this bivariate association may be attenuated in the multivariate analysis.   
 
Finally, ethnic group is not significantly associated with repartnering, despite suggested 
lower odds of repartnering for those belonging to other ethnic groups compared with 
those who are white.  This may perhaps be due to the small number of lone mothers that 
are from other ethnic groups in this analysis (see Appendix B). 
 
Bivariate associations between the fixed time socio-economic variables and repartnering 
were also carried out, the results of which can be seen in Table 7.3.  In this group of 
variables significant associations were only found for social class and religion.  
However two categories of the highest academic qualification variable were found to be 
statistically significant.    
 
Considering firstly highest academic qualification, although this variable is not 
statistically significant with repartnering risk overall, there is some indication that the 
odds of repartnering in any year are higher for those with fewer academic qualifications.  
In fact it can be seen that the odds of repartnering for those with CSE’s compared with 
those with a higher degree or other such qualifications are 84 per cent higher and this 
difference is significant at the ten per cent level.  Furthermore, those with no academic 
qualifications at all have over two times the odds of repartnering compared with those 
who have a higher degree or other higher qualification and this is significant at the five 
per cent level.   
 
Social class has a significant association with repartnering at the ten per cent level, with 
those in skilled manual or partly skilled/unskilled manual occupations having 
significantly higher odds (2.20 and 1.83 times the odds respectively) of repartnering 
compared with those in professional/managerial occupations.  There is no significant 
difference between those in skilled non-manual occupations or those in the missing 
category (of which the majority have never had a job) compared with those in 
professional/managerial occupations however.  Social class, like education, is also 
associated with age however, with higher proportions of younger ages in the lower 
social classes and therefore the relationship found here is likely to be altered after 
controlling for age in the multivariate analysis.     135 
Neither of the two variables relating to the income of a lone mother is found to be 
related to repartnering, although the pattern of the odds ratios for the variable measuring 
self-perceived financial situation (discounting the last category) suggests that there 
might be lower odds of repartnering for those having financial difficulties compared 
with those who consider themselves to be living comfortably.  Considering income, 
despite some significant differences in the odds of repartnering between certain 
categories of the variable there is no apparent trend in the odds ratios at all. 
 
Two variables were used to assess the effect of health on repartnering – the presence of 
a limiting health condition and the level of psychiatric disturbance determined by the 
score corresponding to a lone mother’s answers to the General Health Questionnaire 
(GHQ).  The GHQ is one of the most extensively used screening instruments for 
psychiatric morbidity (Bowling, 2005).  Following the approach of Pevelin and Ermisch 
(2004), the GHQ scores were converted to a 12-point scale which was collapsed into 
three categories.  As in their analyses, scores between 0 and 3 formed the first category, 
with scores above the threshold of 4+ forming two further categories corresponding to 
the scores of 4-6 and 7-12.  The results from the bivariate analysis indicate that there is 
no significant association between whether or not a lone mother has a limiting health 
condition and repartnering.  However, GHQ score is significant at the five per cent 
level.  The relationship found between this variable and repartnering indicates that those 
with a mental health score of 4-6 are significantly less likely to repartner than those with 
a mental health score of 0-3, however for those with the poorest mental health score 
(between 7 and 12) there is no significant difference between the odds.   
 
Finally, examining the type of household a lone mother was found to be living in it can 
be seen that there is no significant difference in the odds of repartnering for those living 
in a couple or other household compared to living in a lone parent household.  This 
might be a result of the fact that less than four per cent of lone mothers were actually 
living in a couple or other type of household over the expanded dataset (corresponding 
to less than 10 per cent of lone mothers in any year). 
 
To summarise, a number of demographic and socio-economic variables have been 
found to be individually related to repartnering for this type of lone mother.  The subject 
of the next section is to investigate the relative importance of covariates with respect to 
repartnering in the presence of other variables through the use of a multivariate model.     138 
Despite the age of the youngest child being significantly associated with repartnering in 
the bivariate analysis, it became insignificant once the age of the lone mother was 
controlled. Social class and receipt of alimony or maintenance, two other covariates 
which were found to be significant in the bivariate analysis, were also not found to be 
significant after controlling for the age of the lone mother. 
 
Considering the final chosen model, the most significant variable and therefore the first 
explanatory variable to be included in the model was age at the time of becoming a lone 
mother.  As was indicated by the bivariate analysis a negative effect of increasing age 
on repartnering is found.  Again, although no statistically significant difference is found 
between the odds of repartnering for those aged 25-29 compared with those aged 18-24, 
the odds for those in the two oldest age groups are significantly lower than the odds for 
the youngest age group.  The highly significant p-value (p-value<0.001) and the small 
confidence intervals surrounding these estimates reflect the strength of this association.  
The overlapping of the confidence intervals for the different categories reflect, however, 
that the odds of repartnering for the two oldest age categories are not statistically 
significantly different from each other.   
 
GHQ score was the next variable to be included in the model and suggests, again as in 
the bivariate analysis, that the odds of repartnering for those with a score of 4-6 are over 
one and a half times the odds of repartnering for those with a score of 0-3.  No statistical 
difference in the odds of repartnering is noted between lone mothers with the poorest 
mental health scores (7-12) and those in the 0-3 category. 
 
Even after controlling for age of the lone mother, the number of children she had upon 
entering lone motherhood was statistically significant in the multivariate model.  The 
model suggests that having two children significantly reduces the odds of repartnering 
by 31 per cent compared with only having one child, although no statistical difference 
in the odds of repartnering between those with three or more children compared with 
those with only one child is observed.   
 
Another variable to be included in the model was the variable measuring the religious 
group to which a lone mother belonged.  Whilst no statistical differences in the odds of 
repartnering for those belonging to the Church of England or Roman Catholic faith 
compared with those belonging to no religious group were observed, those in the ‘other’   139 
religious group had significantly lower odds of repartnering compared with the 
reference category.  As was found in the bivariate analysis, the model suggests that the 
odds of repartnering are nearly 60 per cent lower for this group, which mainly contains 
those belonging to the Church of Scotland and other Christian groups, compared with 
those having no religious faith.  
 
Controlling for the type of lone mother improved the fit of the model at the ten per cent 
level according to the likelihood ratio test, however the odds ratio for those separated 
from a cohabiting relationship compared with those separated from a marriage was 
significant at just over the ten per cent level (p=0.104).  The size of the odds ratio and 
its proximity to achieving significance suggests that there might be some reduction in 
the odds of repartnering for the former group of lone mothers.  Given that type of lone 
mother is likely to be associated with age, with those who have broken up from a 
cohabitation being found to be generally younger than those who have broken up from a 
marriage then the direction of this relationship is quite surprising considering the 
relationship already found between age and repartnering.  Interestingly, this variable 
was not found to be statistically significant in the bivariate analysis and is only 
significant in the presence of age indicating that it explains additional variation that 
cannot be explained by age. 
 
Type of lone mother is also likely to be related to number of children, which itself is 
also related to age.  Due to these interrelationships each of the three variables were in 
turn removed from the model to investigate whether any change occurred in the 
coefficients for the other related variables.   In fact, the model remained stable despite 
these changes.  Furthermore, interactions between these variables did not statistically 
improve the fit of the model when they were each tested in the final model. 
 
The final variable to be included in the model was employment status.  The model 
suggests that those who are unemployed have just over 50 per cent lower odds of 
repartnering compared with those who are employed and this is significant at the ten per 
cent level.  The pattern of odds ratios across categories suggests that those in the family 
care category might have lower odds of repartnering compared with those who are 
employed, although this is not statistically significant.  Examining the numbers of 
women in the sample that are in the unemployed category (see Appendix B) it can be 
seen that the sample size for this category is relatively small compared with other   140 
categories.  If the sample size of this category was increased then it might be that the 
statistical significance of the difference in odds between categories might be increased. 
 
7.3.2 Testing for interactions in the final multivariate model 
 
In order to investigate for non-proportionality in the hazards of repartnering, that is 
whether the relationship between any of the variables and repartnering was modified by 
time spent as a lone mother, interactions between time (grouped) and the other 
explanatory variables were examined.  No significant results were identified suggesting 
that the effects of the covariates on repartnering did not change over the length of time a 
woman remained a lone mother.   
 
Previous research into repartnering of lone mothers highlighted particular variables 
which are likely to be interrelated with each other and suggested certain interactions 
between main effects to be tested for in the model, namely all those between age, 
number of children and type of lone mother.  As previously described above, these were 
tested in the model (on the sample only containing missing data on covariates included 
in the final model) but no statistically significant improvements to the model were noted 
after the addition of such variables.  In addition to these interactions, all interactions 
between other main effects in the model as well as any variables which were significant 
at the ten per cent level at the end of the modelling process were tested, but again no 
significant interactions were found even at the ten per cent significance level.  As a 
result of the fact that no significant interactions were found between any variables, the 
final chosen model included only those main effects described above.   
 
7.3.3 Results of the multivariate model with a parametric baseline hazard 
 
The bivariate analysis provided some indication of a reduction in the odds of 
repartnering with increasing length of time spent as a lone mother and the plot of the 
hazard of repartnering for the sample suggested this relationship may be linear.  Model 
2 therefore uses a parametric baseline hazard with time assumed to be linearly 
associated with repartnering to investigate this suggestion.  From Table 7.6 it can be 
seen that there is almost no change in the odds ratios of the explanatory covariates 
between this model and the model before with a non-parametric baseline hazard.  This 
model indicates, however, that there is only a small linear reduction in the odds of   143 
Although no significant association between repartnering and the number of 
partnerships a woman had previously had was found in the bivariate analysis, there was 
some suggestion that the duration of the most recent previous partnership was important 
in predicting a move back into a partnership.  In this previous analysis the odds of 
repartnering in any year for those whose previous partnership had lasted at least 15 
years compared with those whose had only lasted for less than 5 years were 
significantly lower (around 45 per cent lower).  No significant differences were found 
between the odds of repartnering for those in other categories compared with the 
reference category however.  However, due to the association of duration of partnership 
with age, this association is likely to be modified in a multivariate setting. 
 
Both these variables were included in the model and as can be seen in Table 7.7 (Model 
4), however they provided no significant improvement to the fit of the model overall.  
Nonetheless there is some suggestion that those with three or more partnerships have 
higher odds of repartnering compared with those who had only had one previous 
partnership, although this is only significant at the ten per cent level.  Furthermore, the 
large confidence interval around this estimate (which included zero when calculated for 
the parameter estimate) due to the small sample size of this category (see Appendix B) 
reflects that this relationship is not well determined and may be only present in this 
particular sub-sample of women obtained for this analysis.  There is also a suggestion 
that the odds of repartnering are higher for those with a previous union duration 
between five and nine years compared with those with a shorter prior union duration of 
less than five years (p<0.10). It would be interesting to see if the same relationships and 
a higher level of significance might be obtained if the sample was larger.  
 
 
7.4 Discussion of results 
 
The main focus of analyses in this chapter was to determine the factors associated with 
repartnering for women entering lone motherhood as a result of the breakdown of a 
previous partnership, rather than through having a birth whilst single and never-married 
as was the focus of the previous chapter.  In addition to this, the average length of time 
spent as this type of lone mother was of interest as before, as well as how duration itself 
is related to repartnering and its effect on the relationship between the significant 
covariates and repartnering.  Furthermore, the findings in this chapter can be considered   144 
in light of the findings from the previous chapter, allowing for the patterns of 
repartnering to be compared and contrasted across the two groups of lone mothers. 
 
A median duration of lone motherhood of just over five years was observed for lone 
mothers separated from a previous partnership.  This result is not directly comparable 
with previous findings in relation to the duration of lone motherhood since in this 
analysis we have grouped those separated from a cohabiting relationship with the 
previously married.  However, the results here are of a similar magnitude to previous 
estimates of around four and a half years duration for the previously married (Ermisch 
and Wright, 1991; Böheim and Ermisch, 1998; Rowlingson and McKay, 1998; McKay, 
2003).  Findings here also indicate that there is little difference in the duration of lone 
motherhood for those separated from a partnership compared with the single never-
married (see Section 6.1).  
 
This analysis suggests that the impact of duration spent as a lone mother on the 
likelihood of repartnering is negligible.  The fully non-parametric model found no 
significant difference between the odds of repartnering for each of the time dummies, 
and the parametric model suggested only a very small reduction in the odds of 
repartnering with each additional year spent as a lone mother which was only 
statistically significant at the ten per cent level.  This finding is in contrast to previous 
studies which have found evidence of duration dependence (Ermisch et al., 1990; 
Böheim and Ermisch, 1998; Ford et al., 1998; Payne and Range, 1998). 
Furthermore, non-significant interactions between duration and other explanatory 
covariates in the model indicate that the effects of the covariates on repartnering do not 
change over the length of time a woman remains a lone mother. 
 
As expected from the literature review in Chapter 2, age at the time of becoming a lone 
mother is found to be a highly important determinant of repartnering and in fact for this 
group of lone mothers is the most important variable in relation to repartnering.  A clear 
and highly significant negative effect on repartnering for those entering lone parenthood 
at older ages is observed.  Previous research has put forward factors relating to 
economic theory to explain this association, such as the relative position of older 
women in the marriage market and the diminished pool of partners at older ages (Dean 
and Gurak, 1978; cited by Bumpass et al., 1990); or that younger women are more 
‘attached’ to marriage as a result of their more limited experience in nonfamilial roles   145 
and hence are more inclined to remarry (Smock, 1990).  Others stress the importance of 
youth in physical attractiveness and point to the fact that older women are either less 
able, or less willing to bear children making them less desirable to a new partner 
(Ermisch and Wright, 1991).  Interestingly though, the relationship found here between 
age and repartnering is slightly different to that found for single never-married lone 
mothers, where a spike in the odds for those aged 25-29 suggested women between 
these ages might have higher odds of repartnering compared with the youngest age 
group (those aged 16-19 years), although this difference was not statistically significant.   
 
Other demographic factors are also important determinants of repartnering for this 
group of lone mothers, including the number of children a woman had upon entering 
lone motherhood and the type of partnership she had been in.  Most previous studies 
that have analysed the relationship between repartnering and number of children have 
found evidence to suggest that larger numbers of children have a negative effect on 
repartnering (Koo et al., 1984; Bumpass et al., 1990; Ermisch et al., 1990; Smock, 1990; 
Ermisch and Wright, 1991; Lampard and Peggs, 1999).  Indeed the results of this study 
provide support for this association with those with two children having lower odds of 
repartnering compared to those with only one child.  With respect to the type of union 
which broke down and repartnering the findings from this study do not support findings 
from other studies which have looked at repartnering in general.  Results from this study 
suggest that those separated from a cohabiting union might be less likely to repartner 
compared with those separated from a marriage after controlling for other factors, in 
contrast to what has been indicated by other studies (Poortman, 2007).  However, the 
lower odds of repartnering for those separated from a cohabiting relationship were only 
significantly different from those separated from a marriage at just over the ten per cent 
level (p-value=0.104), indicating that in actual fact there may be no significant 
difference between repartnering and the two types of previous partnerships, as has also 
been suggested by analyses by Payne and Range (1998).  Moreover, adding in 
information on the partnership history of a lone mother (Section 7.3.4), namely the 
number of partnerships she had previously had and the length of the most recent 
partnership, did not significantly improve the fit of the model.  Contrary to the findings 
of Poortman (2007) there was some suggestion that those with more previous partners 
(three or more) will repartner more quickly than those who had only had one, although 
the confidence interval surrounding the estimate was large. The suggestion that those 
with a longer prior union duration of between five and nine years compared with those   146 
with a previous union duration of less than five years is in line with the results from 
other studies which have indicated a positive effect of prior union duration on the 
chance of repartnering (Ermisch et al., 1990; Ermisch and Wright, 1991). 
 
Further support for the importance of socio-economic variables and repartnering is 
provided by this study, with a lone mother’s mental health (determined by GHQ score) 
found to be an important indicator of repartnering.  Women with some mental health 
problems (scores at or over the threshold of four, but under seven) appear to have a 
higher propensity to repartner than women with no mental health problems.  This is 
surprising considering the findings by Pevalin and Ermisch (2004) of a reduced chance 
of repartnering for those with poorer mental health immediately after a transition out of 
a cohabiting union in their study.  Having said that, one might expect that women who 
have no mental health problems might feel more content on their own and are perhaps 
not searching as hard for a new partner as those women who are not feeling so happy 
and who might therefore welcome the emotional support of a new partner.  
Furthermore, women who are not feeling happy might be less particular about a new 
partner than women who are feeling content on their own and hence will be likely to 
repartner more quickly.  The trend in the odds of repartnering between GHQ scores is 
the same here as was found in the analysis of single never-married lone mothers.  
However, for that sample the covariate never even achieved statistical significance in 
the bivariate analysis.  This might suggest that the relationship between repartnering and 
mental health is in fact the same for single never-married lone mothers as for those 
separated from a previous partnership, just that the sample size for the first group of 
lone mothers is not large enough to determine this at statistically significant levels. 
 
As was found for the never-married lone mothers it would appear that religion is 
important in relation to repartnering.  For this group of lone mothers it was the variable 
indicating the religion to which she belonged that was important in the final model, 
rather than that indicating the frequency at which she attended religious services or 
meetings as it was for single never-married lone mothers.  However, the relationship 
between religion and repartnering suggests the same conclusion; that those having some 
sort of affiliation to a religion appear to be less likely to repartner than those not 
belonging to one at all, in support of findings from remarriage/repartnering studies (e.g. 
De Graaf and Kalmijn, 2003).  In particular for these lone mothers it is those belonging 
to the ‘Other’ religious group (which was mainly people belonging to the Church of   147 
Scotland and other Christian groups) that have considerably lower odds of repartnering 
compared to those not affiliated with any religion. 
 
Employment status is also an important determinant of repartnering with significantly 
lower odds of repartnering found for women who were unemployed at the beginning of 
the interval compared to women that were employed.  This goes against economic 
theory, which has often been put forward to explain the relationship between 
repartnering and employment status, where women out of employment and hence likely 
to be in a poorer economic situation will have more economic need to repartner and 
hence are likely to repartner quicker than those who are more financially secure.  
However, the findings from this study are in line with the premise suggested by social 
theory that those in employment are likely to meet more people and hence repartner at a 
quicker rate than those not in employment.  Furthermore the findings here provide 
additional support for the positive effect of employment on repartnering found by a 
number of previous studies on remarriage/repartnering of lone mothers (Ermisch et al., 
1990; Ermisch and Wright, 1991; Marsh and Vegeris, 2004).  The relationship between 
repartnering and employment status found here is not dissimilar from that suggested in 
Chapter 6 after analysis of the single never-married lone mothers, although in the 
analysis of single never-married lone mothers it was the family care category which had 
the lowest odds of repartnering compared with those in employment.   
 
Overall it can be seen from this analysis that whilst demographic factors, such as age 
and number of children, are undeniably important in determining how quickly women 
who became a lone mother through the breakdown of a partnership will find a new 
partner, socio-economic factors should not be ignored.  Specifically this study has 
shown the overriding importance of mental health and religious affiliation in relation to 
repartnering over the more standard socio-economic variables such as housing tenure, 
employment status or social class that have traditionally been investigated in relation to 
repartnering.  Although, that is not to say that employment status is unimportant as 
described above.  Furthermore, this analysis has suggested that factors found to be 
important for this type of lone mother, such as that of mental health, and employment 
status might also be important for single never-married lone mothers, but the small 
sample size of this former group and hence lack of statistical power means that 
statistically significant results cannot be obtained.  As a result of this the next chapter 
will perform the multivariate analysis on the combined sample of all lone mothers in   148 
order to obtain the maximum statistical power to determine significant results, whilst 
controlling for the type of lone mother.  Additionally, testing for interactions between 
the significant variables and the type of lone mother will explicitly determine whether 
the relationship between the variables and repartnering is different for the different 
types of lone mothers.   152 
Table 8.1 continued 
Religion 
  No religion (r) 
  Church of England/Anglican 
  Roman Catholic 
  Other religion 
 
1.00 
1.02 
0.89 
0.40*** 
 
 
0.68 1.54 
0.49 1.62 
0.22 0.74 
 
1.00 
1.02 
0.90 
0.40*** 
 
 
0.68 1.52 
0.50 1.62 
0.22 0.74 
 
Highest academic qualification† 
  Degree   
  A levels 
  O levels 
  CSE 
  None of these (r) 
   
 
0.51* 
0.62 
0.65* 
0.46*** 
1.00 
 
 
0.26 1.02 
0.35 1.10 
0.41 1.02 
0.27 0.79 
 
0.52* 
0.62 
0.65* 
0.46*** 
1.00 
 
0.26 1.02 
0.35 1.10 
0.42 1.03 
0.27 0.79 
Receipt of alimony† 
  Yes 
  No (r) 
 
 
0.71* 
1.00 
 
0.48 1.06 
 
0.72* 
1.00 
 
0.48 1.06 
Attendance at religious services 
Once a week or more  
At least once a month 
At least once a year 
Practically never 
Only weddings/funerals (r) 
 
0.47 
0.67 
0.70 
0.68 
1.00 
 
 
0.19 1.18 
0.29 1.54 
0.38 1.27 
0.39 1.18 
 
0.48 
0.66 
0.70 
0.67 
1.00 
 
0.19 1.20 
0.29 1.53 
0.38 1.27 
0.38 1.17 
Type of lone mother*Attendance at 
religious services 
Previously married*Only weddings 
funerals (r) 
Previously cohabiting*Once a week or 
more  
Previously cohabiting*At least once a 
month 
Previously cohabiting*At least once a 
year 
Previously cohabiting*Practically never 
Never married*Once a week or more  
Never married*At least once a month 
Never married*At least once a year 
Never married*Practically never 
 
 
 
 
1.00 
 
5.82* 
 
3.30 
 
0.41 
1.41 
4.65* 
0.22 
0.71 
0.58 
 
 
 
 
 
0.99 34.00 
 
0.79 13.72 
 
0.10 1.67 
0.61 3.27 
0.78 27.74 
0.02 2.13 
0.21 2.34 
0.21 1.66 
 
 
 
1.00 
 
5.83* 
 
3.34* 
 
0.42 
1.42 
4.60* 
0.22 
0.70 
0.59 
 
 
 
 
 
1.00 33.93 
 
0.80 13.86 
 
0.10 1.69 
0.61 3.28 
0.78 27.25 
0.02 2.09 
0.21 2.32 
0.21 1.66 
Number of children*Age 
  16 24*one child (r) 
  25 29*two children 
  25 29*three or more children 
  30 34*two children 
  30 34*three or more children 
  35+*two children 
  35+*three or more children 
   
 
1.00 
0.21*** 
0.65 
0.65 
2.64 
0.92 
2.40 
 
 
 
0.07 0.60 
0.05 8.35 
0.22 1.94 
0.22 31.82 
0.33 2.52 
0.19 30.41 
 
1.00 
0.21*** 
0.64 
0.66 
2.62 
0.93 
2.36 
 
 
0.07 0.61 
0.05 8.06 
0.22 1.95 
0.22 31.01 
0.34 2.55 
0.19 29.36 
***p value<0.01 **p value<0.05 *p value<0.10   †Time varying covariates 
Model 1: log likelihood =  568.18534, person years = 1618 Model 2: Log likelihood =  570.29966, person years = 
1618   156 
odds of repartnering compared with those with a score of zero to three.  No significant 
difference is noted between those with the poorest mental health and the reference 
category however.   
 
Whether or not a lone mother is in employment is also important in relation to 
repartnering with those in family care and those unemployed having 52 per cent and 42 
per cent lower odds of repartnering compared with those in employment respectively.  
These differences were also statistically significant at less than the ten per cent level (in 
fact at less than five per cent for those in family care).   
 
Lone mothers belonging to the ‘other’ religious group are, according to the model, 
significantly less likely to repartner than those not belonging to any religious group.  
However, other categories of this variable are not significantly different from the 
reference category.   
 
The relationship between education and repartnering indicates that those with some sort 
of academic qualification have lower odds of repartnering compared with those with 
none, with differences nearly all significant at the ten per cent level at least.  This 
difference is particularly marked for those obtaining CSEs, with the odds of 
repartnering for this group over 50 per cent lower compared with the reference category. 
 
The final socio-economic variable to be included in the model was that indicating 
whether or not a lone mother was receiving maintenance or alimony.  The model 
suggests that the odds for those in receipt of this are nearly thirty per cent lower, 
achieving significance at the ten per cent level. 
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  Table 8.2 continued 
  Odds 
ratio 
95% C.I.  Odds 
ratio 
95% C.I.  Odds 
ratio 
95% C.I. 
Receipt of alimony† 
  Yes 
  No (r) 
 
 
0.72 
1.00 
 
0.47 1.10 
 
0.72 
1.00 
 
0.47 1.11 
 
0.72 
1.00 
 
0.47 1.10 
Attendance at religious 
services 
Once a week or more  
At least once a month 
At least once a year 
Practically never 
Only weddings/funerals (r) 
 
 
0.66 
0.74 
0.79 
0.72 
1.00 
 
 
0.27 1.65 
0.32 1.72 
0.43 1.45 
0.40 1.30 
 
 
0.71 
0.80 
0.83 
0.77 
1.00 
 
 
 
0.28 1.77 
0.34 1.88 
0.45 1.52 
0.42 1.39 
 
 
0.70 
0.77 
0.81 
0.75 
1.00 
 
 
0.28 1.76 
0.33 1.81 
0.44 1.50 
0.41 1.37 
Type of lone 
mother*Religious attendance 
Previously married*Only 
weddings funerals (r) 
Previously cohabiting*Once a 
week or more  
Previously cohabiting*At least 
once a month 
Previously cohabiting*At least 
once a year 
Previously 
cohabiting*Practically never 
Never married*Once a week 
or more  
Never married*At least once a 
month 
Never married*At least once a 
year 
Never married*Practically 
never 
 
 
 
 
1.00 
 
4.72 
 
2.23 
 
0.52 
 
1.97 
 
3.14 
 
0.21 
 
0.65 
 
0.55 
 
 
 
 
 
0.42 53.31 
 
0.43 11.55 
 
0.06 4.69 
 
0.73 5.31 
 
0.53 18.66 
 
0.02 1.99 
 
0.20 2.14 
 
0.19 1.59 
 
 
 
1.00 
 
4.20 
 
2.03 
 
0.48 
 
1.81 
 
3.01 
 
0.18 
 
0.63 
 
0.49 
 
 
 
 
 
 
0.36 49.28 
 
0.39 10.66 
 
0.05 4.32 
 
0.67 4.91 
 
0.50 18.02 
 
0.02 1.79 
 
0.19 2.13 
 
0.17 1.44 
 
 
 
1.00 
 
3.91 
 
2.32 
 
0.47 
 
1.79 
 
3.03 
 
0.19 
 
0.64 
 
0.50 
 
 
 
 
 
   0.34 45.28 
 
0.44 12.23 
 
0.05 4.23 
 
0.65 4.89 
 
0.50 18.34 
 
0.02 1.80 
 
0.19 2.12 
 
0.17 1.47 
Number of children*Age 
  16 24*one child (r) 
  25 29*two children 
  30 34*two children 
  35+*two children 
   
 
1.00 
0.26** 
1.00 
1.03 
 
 
0.09 0.79 
0.31 3.17 
0.34 3.13 
 
1.00 
0.28** 
1.10 
1.06 
 
 
 
0.09 0.83 
0.35 3.53 
0.35 3.21 
 
1.00 
0.24** 
0.93 
0.98 
 
 
0.08 0.73 
0.29 3.00 
0.32 3.00 
Number of previous partners 
  No previous partner (r) 
  1 partner 
  2 partners 
  3 or more partners 
 
     
1.00 
1.28 
1.59 
2.29 
 
 
0.45 3.68 
0.52 4.86 
0.62 8.39 
 
 
 
 
Previous partnership duration 
  Less than 5 years (r) 
  5 9 years 
  10 14 years 
  15+ years 
  No previous partner 
         
1.00 
1.50 
1.67 
1.18 
0.80 
 
 
0.87 2.59 
0.83 3.37 
0.54 2.59 
0.28 2.28 
 
Model 3: Log likelihood =  490.30169 Model 4: Log likelihood =  488.89466 Model 5: Log likelihood =  488.57373   160 
therefore of interest to investigate whether a different method, as used in this chapter, 
might provide more evidence as to whether this is in fact the case.  
 
Firstly, as was observed for the two separate analyses, results from this analysis find no 
evidence of a relationship between repartnering and the length of the spell of lone 
motherhood.  Furthermore, the presence of proportional hazards is confirmed indicating 
that the relationship between significant explanatory covariates and repartnering is not 
modified by the length of time spent as a lone mother. 
 
As was found in the models constructed on the separate samples, it would appear that 
both socio-economic and demographic factors are associated with repartnering.  The 
larger statistical power resulting from combining the two samples reveals a significant 
association between alimony and repartnering which was not present in either of the two 
previous multivariate models.  As was suggested by the bivariate analyses of both 
samples, a negative effect on repartnering is observed for those receiving some level of 
maintenance or alimony.  Considering the relationships found in this analysis between 
each explanatory covariate and repartnering compared with those found in the previous 
separate analyses it can be seen that they all remain broadly the same, but with 
improved levels of significance for many variables.  In particular, the increase in odds 
of repartnering for those aged 25-29 years compared with those aged 16-19 years that 
was suggested for the never-married single lone mothers is confirmed in this analysis, 
although this is only significant for those with only one child.  Furthermore, the 
suggestion that those not in employment are less likely to repartner, as indicated by the 
model for those that entered lone motherhood through the breakdown of a partnership 
(Section 7.3.1), is strengthened, with significant differences noted for both those 
unemployed and in family care compared with those employed in this analysis.  
Additionally, the larger sample size enabled the determination of a significant 
interaction between age and number of children.  This indicated that the relationship 
between age and repartnering is modified depending on the number of children a lone 
mother had upon entering lone motherhood.  However, even using the pooled sample 
there is no evidence to suggest that a lone mother’s partnership history is related to her 
likelihood of repartnering. 
 
The route of entry into lone motherhood has a significant effect on the chance of 
repartnering; the results suggest that, at least for those only attending a religious service   161 
for a wedding or funeral, the chance of repartnering is significantly lower for those who 
entered lone motherhood through the breakdown of a cohabiting union compared with 
those entering through the breakdown of a marriage.  The probability of repartnering 
appears to be lowest for single never-married lone mothers, although this difference is 
not statistically significant.  This finding is in contrast to the findings from previous 
studies into the repartnering of lone mothers (Le Bourdais et al., 1995; Payne and 
Range, 1998; Rowlingson and McKay, 1998).  Interacting type of lone mother with 
other covariates in the model, and additionally any found to be important in the separate 
analyses indicates that the relationship between attendance at religious services and 
repartnering differs depending on the type of lone mother.  Indeed, this variable was 
only significant in terms of the interaction and not individually related to repartnering.  
Overall the interaction suggests a higher probability of repartnering for those attending 
religious services or meetings regularly (at least once a week or more) compared with 
those only attending for funerals or weddings among previously cohabiting or single 
never-married lone mothers.  This can perhaps be explained by social theory relating to 
repartnering which emphasises the importance of meeting opportunities.  Religious 
services or meetings are likely to provide some sort of social network within which to 
meet new people and hence more regular attendance at services is likely to signal higher 
participation in this network.  For lone mothers separated from a marriage a negative 
effect of increased participation in such meetings is suggested however, although this is 
not statistically significant. 
 
An interaction between type of lone mother and Income Support suggested that the 
relationship between repartnering and this variable depends on the type of lone mother, 
which was not surprising considering the importance of this variable in relation to 
repartnering for the never-married.  This interaction was less significant than that 
relating to religious attendance however and no longer significant after the addition of 
this latter interaction into the model.  No other significant interactions were found 
between type of lone mother and the other explanatory variables, indicating that there is 
no evidence to suggest the relationship between repartnering and the other covariates in 
the model differs between the two groups of lone mothers.  However, this still might be 
due to the smaller sample size of single never-married lone mothers in comparison with 
those separated from a previous partnership.   
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It would appear from the model in this analysis that women entering lone motherhood 
through the breakdown of a previous partnership dominate over the smaller sample of 
single never-married lone mothers.  All the factors associated with repartnering in the 
separate analysis of previously partnered lone mothers are found here in this model, yet 
only three out of the five found in the analysis of single never-married lone mothers are 
represented here.  This suggests that the never-married lone mothers are somewhat 
‘lost’ in the combined sample and hence models based on combined data such as this, 
where the two groups are not equally represented, may not be entirely representative of 
the smaller group. 
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Comparing these models it can be seen that in Model 2 the pattern in the odds ratios 
across age for each exit from lone motherhood are now the same, with a suggestion, 
albeit not significant, of an increase in the odds of repartnering for those aged 25-29 
compared with those aged 16-24 years.  The significant decrease in the odds of forming 
a marriage relative to remaining a lone mother for those aged 30-34 compared with 
those aged 16-24 is now not observed, but this is most likely as a result of the reduction 
in sample size meaning significant results are harder to obtain.  Interestingly there is no 
significant effect of type of lone mother on re-marrying now.  Furthermore, although the 
pattern across the odds suggest that the odds of re-marrying are lower for the never-
married and previously cohabiting compared with the previously married, the 
magnitude of this difference is considerably reduced in this model compared with the 
estimates in Model 1.   
 
Regarding mental health the odds now suggest those showing some signs of mental 
health might have lower odds of forming this type of union compared with those not 
showing any, although no significant differences are observed.  However, the odds of 
remarrying relative to staying a lone mother are now significantly lower for those who 
are either unemployed or involved in family care compared with those who are 
employed.  This relationship is also found with respect to forming a cohabitation in both 
Model 1 and Model 2, but with respect to re-marrying was previously masked in Model 
1 by those returning to a former spouse. 
 
As for the other variables, there is very little change in the patterns of odds across 
covariates suggesting that the relationship between these variables and repartnering 
holds irrespective of whether or not a lone mother is partnering with a previous partner 
or someone new.  Although some results which were significant in Model 1 are not 
significant in Model 2, the patterns in odds are the same and therefore this lack of 
significance is likely to be a result of the smaller sample size for Model 2 and hence 
lack of statistical power. 
 
 
9.5 Discussion of results 
 
The aim of this chapter was to investigate the types of new unions that lone mothers 
formed upon repartnering, more explicitly, whether it was a cohabitation or a marriage   179 
and particularly to investigate how the probability of entering into either of these two 
unions relative to remaining a lone mother might differ depending on the route of entry 
into lone motherhood initially.   
 
The results from the descriptive investigation into the types of unions that were formed 
support previous findings of an overwhelming preference for lone mothers to enter into 
a cohabiting union rather than a marriage (Böheim and Ermisch, 1998; Ermisch and 
Francesconi, 2000b).  As stated above 74 per cent of lone mothers who repartnered 
formed a new cohabiting union rather than a marriage and over 80 per cent of the 
partnerships formed by single never-married lone mothers in the sample, who were 
never-partnered in the majority of cases, were cohabiting relationships rather than 
marriages.  These findings highlight the importance of taking account of the different 
modes of repartnering in relation to lone mothers and not just concentrating on re-
marriage as some previous studies have. 
 
The findings here suggest that there are different factors associated with repartnering in 
the form of a cohabitation compared with a marriage for lone mothers and supports the 
finding by general repartnering research, such as that of Wu and Balakrishnan (1994); 
De Graaf and Kalmijn (2003); Wu and Schimmele (2005), that there are different 
factors involved in the formation of these two types of second unions.  Whilst age is an 
important determinant for both (re)marriage and (re)cohabiting, the other variables 
significant in the model are only significantly associated with one of the two exits from 
lone motherhood.  With respect to forming a marriage, it is demographic variables that 
appear to be more important than socio-economic variables, with age, type of lone 
mother, number of children and ethnic group all significantly related to the probability 
of (re)marriage, but social class the only socio-economic variable to be significantly 
related to (re)marriage.  For forming a cohabitation, apart from age only GHQ score and 
employment status have any significant influence over the chance of (re)cohabiting. 
 
The results from the analysis provide some indication that those who were previously 
married are more likely to re-marry than other types of lone mothers.  However, much 
of this is a result of women reconciling a marriage with a previous partner.  After these 
women are removed from the model the difference in the probability of re-marrying 
between types of lone mother is reduced and no longer significant.  Whether this is as a 
result of the reduction in sample size after removing these women meaning that there is   180 
not enough power to determine a significant result or whether it is because these women 
entirely account for this higher probability remains to be seen.  There is no clear 
indication from this study that those who were previously cohabiting are more likely to 
form a cohabitation than other types of lone mothers. The predicted probability is 
slightly higher for this group of lone mothers compared to the previously married and 
single never-married, but not statistically significant. 
 
The lower odds of repartnering for those with two children compared with only one 
child found in the binary logistic hazard models in Chapters 7 and 8 appears in the 
competing risk model to be mainly a result of a significantly lower probability of 
remarriage for those with two children compared to those with only one child.  This is 
not surprising given that a number of studies specifically investigating remarriage have 
also found a negative effect of increasing numbers of children on the chance of 
remarriage (Koo et al., 1984; Bumpass et al., 1990; Ermisch et al., 1990; Smock, 1990; 
Ermisch and Wright, 1991).  After removing those re-marrying a previous partner from 
the model this relationship becomes insignificant.  However, the estimated odds for this 
group are still lower, albeit not significantly, suggesting it might be that the smaller 
sample size of Model 2 means that a statistically significant difference between groups 
can no longer be determined.  
 
A lone mother’s mental health has no impact on her forming a marriage whether or not 
the women remarrying a previous partner are included in the model.  Interestingly, 
though, a trend in the odds of remarriage is found after those returning to a previous 
marriage are removed.  Although this is not significant there is some indication that the 
odds of forming a marriage with someone new might decline with increasing mental 
health problems.  This pattern is different to that found between mental health and 
forming a cohabitation where the estimated probability of forming a cohabitation is 
significantly higher for those with a score over the threshold of four, but under seven 
compared with those with a score of 0-3.  It is therefore this relationship between 
mental health and forming a cohabitation that was behind the relationship between 
repartnering and mental health found in Chapters 7 and 8. 
 
Results from this analysis suggest the relationship previously observed in the binary 
logistic hazard analysis of a decrease in odds for those who are unemployed or involved 
in family care compared with those in employment is as a result of a significant   181 
reduction in the probability of forming a cohabitation for those who are involved in 
family care compared with those who are employed.  No significant difference between 
the probability of forming a cohabitation for the unemployed compared with those 
employed is observed, however, this is likely to be a result of the extremely small 
sample size in this category now it is split into the two exit types.  Interestingly, it 
appears that the probability of forming a marriage with someone new is also 
significantly lower for those either unemployed or involved in family care compared 
with those in employment, something which was masked when those who remarried the 
same partner were included in the model.  This perhaps provides further support for the 
contention that it is a result of fewer meeting opportunities that lone mothers out of 
employment have lower chances of repartnering. 
 
Although social class was not significantly associated with repartnering overall it was 
found to be significant after allowing for the different types of exit from lone 
motherhood.  Here the results indicate that the probability of forming a marriage is 
lower for those in professional or managerial occupations compared with those in all 
other occupations.  This contrasts with previous studies investigating remarriage which 
have found if anything a positive effect of higher social class on repartnering.  When 
considering just those remarrying someone new the trend in the odds remains the same, 
although only a significant difference between those in non-manual occupations and 
those in professional/managerial occupations is observed.  Overall this relationship 
might be explained by the fact that those in professional or managerial occupations have 
less economic need to remarry perhaps than those in other occupations which might be 
lower paid.   183 
10.1.1 Economic transitions 
 
It is of interest given the findings presented in the literature review concerning income 
changes and repartnering to investigate whether any increase in annual income occurred 
between the year prior to (t-1) and the year of repartnering (t).  However, a considerable 
amount of missing data was present in the variable measuring equivalised and deflated 
annual household income, a likely result of the fact that over 35 per cent of the new 
partners did not provide a full interview.  Therefore, rather than considering transitions 
in household income level, a subjective measure of financial well-being derived from 
responses to the question “Would you say that you yourself are better off, worse off or 
about the same financially than you were a year ago?” was utilised.  Examining this 
variable at time t will provide some indication of any change in financial status for the 
lone mother which may be as a result of the new partner entering the household.  Given 
that we have no information on the distribution of economic resources within the 
household and therefore any improvement in income level does not necessarily result in 
a lone mother becoming better off financially as an individual, then a subjective income 
measure such as this may be more useful in identifying the financial benefits, if there 
are any, from repartnering. 
 
Table 10.1 below presents the frequency distribution of responses to the subjective 
financial well-being question.  Here it can clearly be seen, that a significant proportion - 
nearly half – claim to feel ‘better off’ financially in the year they have also been found 
to repartner, compared with the year before.  Interestingly, though, just over one in five 
consider themselves to actually be worse off than the year before.  The distribution 
across this variable is also very similar to that found in Bradshaw and Millar’s (1991) 
study where 52 per cent of those repartnering were found to feel better off as a result of 
repartnering, but 26 per cent felt worse off.  Therefore, repartnering does appear to 
signal a time of financial changes, mostly for the better, but clearly not always.  What is 
not clear from Table 10.1, however, is how many women over this same time period 
were also found to enter employment, which as was found in the literature review is 
significantly associated with an improvement in financial well-being. 
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mother regardless of whether or not the lone mother is also found to repartner between 
these years. 
 
A person-period file of responses from lone mothers observed to enter lone motherhood 
over the life of the panel had already been created for previous analyses (see Section 
5.3).  The first step in the process was to create new dependent variables for each of the 
models (see Table 10.12 below) and adjust a number of the explanatory variables used 
in previous analyses for use as independent control variables in the logistic regressions. 
 
The first model investigates the association of repartnering with improvements in the 
subjective financial well-being of a lone mother.  For this model, the dependent variable 
indicates those who consider themselves to be ‘better off’ financially with respect to the 
year before compared with a reference of those who do not (which includes both those 
who think their situation has either worsened or who consider their financial situation 
has not changed).  The second set of models investigate whether repartnering is 
associated with demographic changes.  In this domain the binary dependent variables 
indicate an increase in number of dependent children in the household; a household 
move; and lastly, a move into owner occupation for those living in Local Authority, 
Housing Association or other rented housing at time t-1.  The third set of models 
examines how repartnering is associated with a change in the mental health of a lone 
mother.  Firstly the association of repartnering with a transition from a category of the 
GHQ score above the threshold of four (scores between 4 and 12) into the category 
below this threshold (including scores between 0 and 3) for those scoring four or more 
on the scale at the first time point is investigated. Secondly, for those scoring three or 
below in the initial time point, a logistic regression is used to predict factors, including 
repartnering, which might be associated with scoring four or above at the second time 
point. 
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estimated odds of having a transition (such as an improvement in financial situation) 
relative to the odds of the reference category for that same variable. 
 
Before constructing the multivariate models within each domain, a bivariate analysis 
was conducted to determine the factors which were likely to be important in the models.  
Within each domain the dependent variable was cross-tabulated with each of the 
independent variables.  Chi-squared tests were then carried out to determine the 
statistical significance of these associations. The results of the bivariate analysis are 
discussed in the next section. 
 
10.2.5 Bivariate analysis results 
 
Table 10.16 below shows a summary of the results of the bivariate associations between 
the explanatory variables and each dependent variable (the full results can be seen in 
Appendix E).  For an improvement in financial situation the demographic variables 
appear to be less important with only number of children, age of youngest child and 
sample origin achieving significance and even then only at the ten per cent level.  Here 
it was those lone mothers who had only two children, whose children were younger and 
who were from one of the extension samples that had higher chances of having an 
improvement in financial situation.  In terms of the socio-economic variables, it was 
those in higher professional/managerial occupations, with higher academic 
qualifications, who were not working in family care, who were not receiving Income 
Support and who were living in southern regions that were more likely to claim they felt 
‘better off’ compared to the year before.  Again, as with an increase in number of 
children, repartnering is highly associated with lone mothers feeling ‘better off’.  Those 
moving into employment, moving off Income Support, who have an improvement in 
mental health and who move house are also those lone mothers who are more likely to 
feel ‘better off’. 
 
Considering an increase in number of children it can be seen that many of the 
explanatory variables are independently associated with this change.  Beginning with 
the demographic variables, it was those lone mothers who were younger, who had spent 
less time as a lone mother, who had children under age five, who were single and never-
married and making these transitions at early time periods, particularly between 1995 
and 1997 that were more likely to have an increase in the number of children in the   200 
household than others.  Turning to the socio-economic variables, higher proportions of 
new children are found for those in socially rented housing, in lower social classes, with 
fewer education skills, unemployed or in family care and in receipt of Income Support.  
Finally, considering the change variables, as might be expected there is a highly 
significant association between repartnering and a new child entering the household.  In 
addition to this, lone mothers that were more likely to have a new child in the household 
were also more likely to experience a move out of employment over this same time 
period, to be in receipt of Income Support at one or both of the two time periods and to 
have moved. None of the variables relating to mental health or self-perceived financial 
situation, or changes in these variables were significantly associated with an increase in 
number of children in the household. 
 
Aside from ethnic group and sample origin, all demographic variables are highly 
associated with a household move. The results suggest that those who are younger, who 
have spent less time as a lone mother and have fewer and younger children are more 
likely than others to move.  Single never-married mothers have a higher propensity to 
move than other types of lone mothers. Higher proportions are also found to move 
between 1991 and 1997 compared with 1998 onwards.  Socio-economic variables 
appear to be less important, with only housing tenure, social class and GHQ score 
significantly associated with a household move.  Those in other rented accommodation 
are the most likely to move, as are those in lower social classes.  With respect to GHQ 
score, the results indicate that those with scores between four and six are more likely to 
experience a household move compared with those scoring above or below these 
figures.  The least likely to move are those with scores between zero and three.  All 
change variables except that relating to an improvement in mental health are highly 
significantly associated with a household move.  Independent effects indicate that those 
repartnering, leaving employment, having more children, and either moving onto or off 
of Income Support are the most likely groups to move house.  Finally, those becoming 
either better off or worse off over the same period are more likely to have experienced a 
household move over this period than those who consider their finances to be about the 
same.   
 
Changing the response variable to examine the independent effect of each explanatory 
variable on moving into owner occupied accommodation, conditional on living in either 
Local Authority/Housing Association rented housing or other rented housing at time t-1   201 
reveals quite different results to that obtained above for any type of household move.  
This time the demographic variables are less important, with only age and type of lone 
mother significantly associated with this type of move at the less than five per cent 
level.  Further to this, the results indicate that there is a higher chance of making this 
move as age increases, the opposite of what was indicated for any household move and 
the previously married are now the most likely to move, followed by those previously 
cohabiting and lastly the never-married.  At the ten per cent level, age of youngest child 
and sample origin are also significant.  Again, the effect is the opposite of that found 
previously, with higher percentages of those with older children moving this time 
compared with those with younger children. Those in the extension samples appear to 
be less likely to move than those in the original Essex sample.   
 
The results for the socio-economic variables reveal that the type of housing at time t-1 is 
still important, with those in other rented housing again the more likely to move than 
those in Local Authority/Housing Association rented housing.  Social class is now only 
important at the ten per cent level, with those in higher social classes the more likely to 
move than those in lower social classes.  Education is important, with those with higher 
academic qualifications more likely to move than those with lower levels of education.  
Those who are employed appear to be more likely to make this type of move, than those 
in unemployed, family care or other categories.  However, there is a problem of small 
cell counts for both the unemployed and ‘other’ employment categories for this 
variable.  Finally, those in receipt of Income Support appear to be significantly less 
likely to experience this type of household move compared with those in receipt of this 
benefit. 
 
With respect to the change variables, again those repartnering are more likely to 
experience this type of move compared with those not repartnering.  Those staying in or 
moving into employment are more likely to move into owner occupation compared with 
those staying out of or leaving employment, although the categories indicating a 
transition in employment status are both very small.  Staying off or leaving Income 
Support is associated with experiencing this type of move, as is considering one’s 
financial situation to have improved.   203 
Considering the bivariate associations of the explanatory variables with an improvement 
in mental health we find those aged 35-39 years to be less likely to experience an 
improvement in mental health.  The only socio-economic variable to be associated with 
an improvement in mental health is financial situation with those ‘just about getting by’ 
having the highest chance of an improvement in mental health and those experiencing 
financial difficulties being the least likely.  With respect to the change variables it is a 
change in financial situation for the better which appears to have a stronger independent 
association with an improvement in mental health.  The proportion seeing an 
improvement in their mental health over the time period is unsurprisingly smallest for 
those that consider their financial situation to have worsened over the same period of 
time.  Repartnering is not found to have any association with an improvement in mental 
health. 
 
The bivariate associations between the explanatory variables and a deterioration in 
mental health suggest that there is a weak association between experiencing a 
deterioration and ethnicity, with higher proportions of white lone mothers experiencing 
this transition than those belonging to other ethnic groups.  Again financial situation is 
important, although this time the association is only significant at the ten per cent level.  
The association suggests that those having financial difficulties are more likely to make 
this transition than those with no financial problems.  Region is also found to have a 
weak association with a deterioration in mental health, with higher proportions of those 
living in Southern regions or regions in Wales, Scotland or Northern Ireland 
experiencing this transition than those in Northern regions.  Interestingly, repartnering is 
found to be associated with a deterioration in mental health and this is significant at the 
five per cent level.  Around 27 per cent of those also repartnering over this time period 
were found to have a deterioration in mental health compared with only 18 per cent of 
those not repartnering over this period.  Again a change in financial situation appears to 
have a strong association with a deterioration in mental health with those responding 
that they feel ‘worse off’ having the highest chance of their mental health also 
declining. 
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statistically significant (p-value<0.001).  The next variable to be included in the model 
was the variable indicating a change in employment status over the same period of time.  
Those leaving employment between these two survey years had over six times the odds 
of having an increase in number of children in the household compared with those 
staying in work.  Those not employed in the first year and staying out of work in the 
second year were also more likely to have more children in the household by the second 
year.  No significant difference in the likelihood of observing more children in the 
household at the second time point was found between those moving into employment 
over the same period and those remaining in employment.  After the inclusion of this 
variable, none of the other change variables, or any of the socio-economic variables, 
apart from housing tenure, were found to improve the fit of the model further.  
However, at this stage age was a more important predictor of an increase in number of 
children than housing tenure.  As Table 10.18 shows, those aged 35+ have 71 per cent 
lower odds of having an increase in number of children compared with lone mothers 
aged 16-24 years.  After including age in the model no additional variables were found 
to improve the fit of the model further. 
 
Testing for significant interactions resulted in a significant interaction found between 
repartnering and a change in employment status.  This suggests that the odds of having 
an increase in number of children are substantially higher for those found to leave work 
and repartner over the same time period compared with those staying in work and not 
repartnering.  However, the standard error of this coefficient was found to be very large 
with an extremely large confidence interval reflecting it is very imprecise.  Examining 
the underlying raw data reveals that the number of cases that make all these transitions 
(leave work, repartner and have another child) is extremely small –only nine cases, 
which is likely to be why it is not well determined.   
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Finally the model predicting an improvement in mental health – defined as a move from 
a GHQ score of four or over to a score of three or below for those having a GHQ score 
of four or over at the initial time point – is shown in Table 10.21.  As was expected 
given the results of the bivariate analysis, repartnering is not a significant predictor of 
an improvement in mental health.  Considering the model including just main effects 
(the first three columns of Table 10.21), the most important predictor was found to be a 
change in financial situation with those who consider their financial situation to have 
deteriorated over the past year having 70 per cent lower odds of experiencing an 
improvement in mental health over this same period compared with those who 
considered their financial situation to have improved.  Those who responded that they 
felt their financial situation was ‘about the same’ still have around 40 per cent lower 
odds of experiencing an improvement in mental health compared with those feeling 
‘better off’.   
 
Controlling for their initial GHQ score was important, with those with scores of seven 
or above significantly less likely to score below the threshold in the following year 
compared with those scoring between four and six.  Financial situation, as measured at 
the first of the two time points, indicates that those ‘just about getting by’ have over 
twice the odds of experiencing an improvement in mental health compared with those 
who are ‘finding it very difficult’.  However, no other significant differences between 
other categories and the reference are found.  Housing tenure was another important 
predictor of moving to the GHQ 0-3 category.  Although no significant differences were 
found between those living in Local Authority or Housing Association accommodation 
and those who were owner occupiers, those living in other types of rented housing had 
42 per cent lower odds of experiencing an improvement in mental health.  Finally, there 
was an indication (p=0.11) that ethnic group might be important, with those of 
ethnicities other than white found to have lower odds of an improvement in mental 
health. 
 
At the end of the model selection procedure interactions were tested between the 
variables and a significant interaction between a change in financial situation and 
housing tenure was found, as can be seen in the second set of columns in Table 10.21 
above.  Plotting the predicted probabilities for each category of the independent 
variables (Figure 10.4) suggests that those who consider themselves to be ‘better off’ 
financially have a higher probability of an improvement in mental health than those   221 
10.3 Discussion 
 
This analysis has indicated that there are a number of transitions occurring around the 
time a lone mother enters into a new co-residential relationship; repartnering is clearly 
not an isolated event.  Whilst this analysis has been unable to determine any causal 
direction of these associations, it can certainly provide us with a more complete picture 
of repartnering and its associated changes - all of which have implications for the well-
being of lone mothers.  Addressing a limitation with previous research, the aim of this 
chapter was to consider the overall well-being of lone mothers upon repartnering, rather 
than concentrate purely on their financial circumstances.  In order to do this the 
association of repartnering with transitions in three key domains: economic, 
demographic and health was examined.   
 
It is difficult to compare the findings from previous studies in relation to financial well-
being and repartnering (Millar, 1989; Bradshaw and Millar, 1991; Ford et al., 1995; 
Marsh et al., 1997; Ford et al., 1998; Finlayson et al., 2000; Jenkins, 2000; Jenkins et 
al., 2001; Vegeris and Perry, 2003; Marsh and Vegeris, 2004) with each other and with 
findings from this study due to the different methods used and different measurement of 
financial well-being in each study.  However, the results here provide further support 
for an association between improved financial circumstances and repartnering. That 
said, in line with much of the previous research the most important factor associated 
with improved financial circumstances was a change in the employment status of a lone 
mother – those moving into paid employment between any two survey years were 
statistically the most likely to claim they felt ‘better off’ at the second time point.  
Another important factor in relation to an improvement in financial well-being was 
health.  In support of findings from Finlayson et al (2000) of an association between 
health and a move out of hardship, health was significantly associated with improved 
finances, although it is mental health not self-perceived health status which was found 
to be important in this study.  Still, the results here are not surprising given the strong 
link between psychological distress and financial hardship among lone mothers (Baker 
and North, 1999; Hope et al., 1999a).  This analysis also suggested significant 
associations between improvements in financial situation and the variables for social 
class, type of lone mother and region. However, these relationships could not be easily 
explained. 
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Perhaps not surprisingly, a strong and statistically significant association was found 
between an increase in number of resident dependent children and repartnering, 
confirming findings from the descriptive analysis of repartnered lone mothers in this 
study and those carried out in previous studies (Ford et al., 1995; Finlayson et al., 2000; 
Marsh and Rowlingson, 2002; Marsh and Perry, 2003; Marsh and Vegeris, 2004).  In 
support of findings from Marsh and Vegeris (2004) and Kasparova et al (2003) the 
results also indicate a significant association between an increase in number of 
dependent children in the household and a change in employment status.  As 
hypothesised, an interaction between repartnering and employment status was found 
indicating a significant association between repartnering, leaving employment and an 
increase in number of children.  However, most likely as a result of small sample size, 
this interaction was not well determined. 
 
Descriptive analyses from previous studies (as well as those from this study) have 
indicated an association between repartnering and a household move (Ford et al., 1998; 
Vegeris and Perry, 2003), yet until now this had not been tested in a multivariate 
framework.  After controlling for a number of demographic and socio-economic 
characteristics, an association is still found between repartnering and a household move 
as previously indicated by these studies.  Two significant interactions also provided 
some interesting results.  An interaction between repartnering and the length of time 
spent as a lone mother suggested that for those repartnering the probability of moving 
increased with duration since entering lone motherhood, discounting those with the 
longest durations of lone motherhood.  For those not repartnering, however, the highest 
probability of moving was found in the first couple of years after becoming a lone 
mother – moves which are most likely the result of entering lone motherhood itself. 
After this time, the predicted probabilities of moving for this group were not 
surprisingly low.   
 
Housing tenure prior to repartnering was important for a household move and this was 
involved in an interaction with the variable indicating a change in financial situation.  
Interpreting this interaction it was found that across all categories of the change in 
financial situation variable those living in other rented housing at the first time point 
had the highest probability of having moved house by the second time point.  Apart 
from those in the ‘better off’ category, higher probabilities of moving were also noted 
for those originally living in housing rented from their local authority or housing   223 
association compared with those living in owner occupation.  Given the time and 
resources needed to sell-up and move house for those living in owner occupation these 
findings are perhaps not surprising.  The probability of a move was also statistically 
higher for those previously living in housing rented from the local authority or housing 
association and who felt their financial situation had not changed between the two 
survey years, compared with those previously in owner occupation and who felt their 
financial situation had improved.   
 
It was found to be important to control for age in the model, with a gradient noted in the 
odds ratios suggesting that as age increased the probability of moving decreased.  
Ethnic group was also associated with a household move with non-white lone mothers 
significantly less likely to move than white lone mothers.  The rather crude 
dichotomous nature of this variable tells us little, however, about any ethnic differences 
that may exist in the probability of a household move for lone mothers.  Interestingly, 
the hypothesised association between a household move and a change in number of 
children was not significant in the multivariate analysis after controlling for whether or 
not a lone mother repartnered. 
 
Moving to the results from the model examining the association of explanatory 
variables with a move into owner occupation, conditional on the lone mother initially 
living in rented accommodation, the effect of repartnering was found to be even 
stronger.  This confirms previous findings of an association between repartnering and a 
move into owner occupation (Vegeris and Perry, 2003; Marsh and Vegeris, 2004).  A 
change in employment status was also important, as had been suggested by Vegeris and 
Perry (2003) although it was not possible to investigate the hypothesised interaction 
between repartnering and this variable due to small cell counts.  Findings indicated that 
compared with staying out of work, either staying in employment or moving into 
employment was significantly associated with increased odds of a move into owner 
occupation over the same time period.  Considering the effects of the other socio-
economic variables in the model it would appear that the most disadvantaged lone 
mothers – those living in social rented housing, receiving Income Support and with no 
academic qualifications – were, as might be expected, particularly unlikely to move into 
owner occupation.   
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Findings from this study do not concur with findings from previous studies indicating 
an association between improved health outcomes and repartnering of lone mothers 
(Finlayson et al., 2000; Marsh and Vegeris, 2004) or general remarriage/repartnering 
(e.g. Mastekaasa, 1994; Williams and Umberson, 2004).  Even before controlling for 
other demographic and socio-economic factors repartnering was not associated with a 
significant improvement in mental health
22.  Given the preference among lone mothers 
for cohabiting unions over marriage, as observed in Chapter 9, this finding provides 
some support for the results of the study by Williams et al (2008), that cohabitation 
offers little improvement to a lone mother’s mental health.  As was previously found in 
the model examining financial well-being and in support of findings from previous 
research (Baker and North, 1999; Hope et al., 1999a), a strong link between changes in 
mental health and a change in financial situation was identified, however.  In fact a 
change in financial situation was the most important variable in relation to a change in 
mental health.  Controlling for initial GHQ score and a number of other socio-economic 
factors, lone mothers who felt they were financially either ‘better off’ or ‘about the 
same’ were statistically significantly more likely to experience an improvement in 
mental health over the same period than those who felt their financial situation had got 
worse.  Similarly, significantly higher odds of deterioration in mental health were found 
for those becoming ‘worse off’ over this time compared with those who felt their 
financial situation had either not changed or improved.   
 
In fact, repartnering was found to be significantly associated with poorer mental health 
and this was still the case after controlling for a change in financial situation.  Perhaps 
the change in family dynamic as a result of a new partner moving in may result in 
deteriorating mental health outcomes for some lone mothers, although that is assuming 
the change in mental health comes after the repartnering (which cannot be discerned 
from the analysis). From the results of the other models, it is clear that repartnering is 
associated with additional changes, such as a household move or an increase in number 
of children. It is also known that repartnering is associated with a change in 
employment status (Ford et al., 1998; Iacovou and Berthoud, 2000; Kasparova et al., 
2003).  Moreover the results here suggest that some of these additional changes are 
independently associated with each other e.g. an increase in number of dependent 
                                                 
22 An improvement in mental health is identified as one where a lone mother moves from a GHQ score at 
or above the threshold of 4 at time t-1 to a score below the threshold at time t. Likewise, a deterioration is 
identified if a lone mother moves from a score below the threshold at time t-1 to above the threshold at 
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children and a change in employment status; an increase in number of dependent 
children and a household move.  If a lone mother is found to experience other such 
changes in addition to repartnering, perhaps it would not be so surprising for her to 
experience deterioration in her mental health.   
 
It was also interesting to see that ethnic group was significant in both models, with 
white lone mothers significantly more likely to experience either one of the transitions 
(i.e. improvement or deterioration in mental health) compared with those of other 
ethnicity.  However, as discussed above, this variable is rather uninformative and tells 
us little about how health transitions might vary across ethnic group. 
 
Taken together, the findings from this study suggest that repartnering is likely to be 
associated with positive changes to lone mothers overall well-being.  This study 
provides additional support for the contention that repartnering alone is associated with 
improved financial well-being.  However, that is not to dismiss the importance of a 
move into paid work, which appears to be the more statistically significant of the two. 
Nonetheless, either one of these two changes may also allow a move onto the ‘property 
ladder’.  The positive association between repartnering and more dependent children in 
the household (which, certainly for those who also repartnered, were in the main new 
joint babies) is not surprising, but it is encouraging that these additional children are 
more likely to occur in the context of a new partnership, rather than to a continuing lone 
mother.  The association found between staying out of, or moving out of, employment 
and the presence of additional dependent children is perhaps less encouraging.  
Although repartnering was not directly associated with improvements in mental well-
being, it may indirectly lead to improvements through its association with an 
improvement in financial well-being.  However the association between repartnering 
and a deterioration of mental health found in this study warrants further investigation.  
 
 
10.3.1 Limitations 
 
As mentioned in Section 10.2.4, endogeneity is a particular problem in the analyses in 
this chapter.  In all models the change variables refer to contemporaneous changes – 
that is, changes occurring over the same time period as the change identified by the 
response variable.  It is therefore not possible to determine any temporal ordering in the   226 
occurrence of these events, which would be a minimum in attempting to identify any 
causal direction of a significant association.  Investigating transitions occurring a year 
or two after a lone mother was found to repartner would have partially resolved this 
problem.  However, the already small sample size was found to quickly diminish further 
after this time and would have resulted in problems with power in subsequent statistical 
analyses. 
 
Another limitation with this work relates to the variable used to identify an 
improvement in financial well-being.  As highlighted at the beginning of the chapter, 
the significant amount of missing data with respect to household income, which is 
largely the result of many new partners refusing to partake in the survey, prevented the 
use of actual income level to measure financial well-being.  It is argued that the use of a 
more subjective measure, such as a change in self-perceived financial situation, is 
actually more meaningful since it is able to pick up on more broad changes in well-
being (including non-material) and refers to a lone mother’s individual financial 
situation rather than that of the household.  However, it is acknowledged that a measure 
such as this is unable to identify any change in absolute income level.   
  
10.3.2 Future directions 
 
This research has identified an association between repartnering and a household move 
and repartnering and a move into owner occupation.  However, from this analysis we do 
not know anything about the distance of these residential moves. Nor do we know 
whether those who repartnered and experienced a residential move were to move to 
wealthier neighbourhoods.  Research in the U.S. has shown that remarriage for lone 
parents may result in a move to a more affluent neighbourhood – a positive finding in 
light of the fact that entering lone motherhood is more likely to result in a move to a 
poorer neighbourhood (South, Crowder and Trent, 1998). However, there is a lack of 
comparable British research.  In order to be able to assess the impacts of such moves on 
the well-being of lone mothers and their children then further analysis of such issues is 
needed. 
 
Contrary to what has been suggested by much of the previous research, findings from 
this study suggest that repartnering may be associated with a deterioration of mental 
health for lone mothers.  The review of the literature (Section 3.5) highlighted that little   227 
research has considered the effect of repartnering on the health of lone mothers in the 
U.K and no previous study that I found has considered this relationship in a multivariate 
framework. There is therefore a need for more research on the analysis of health 
transitions over the life-course for lone mothers and how transitions, such as 
repartnering, may impact on health outcomes.   230 
Perhaps the prospective financial burden to a potential partner makes lone mothers with 
financial difficulties less likely to (re)partner.  
 
Whilst age was the only demographic characteristic found to be important for single 
never-married lone mothers, for those becoming a lone mother through the breakdown 
of a union both the number of children and the type of union which broke down were 
found to be important determinants of repartnering in addition to age.  As expected from 
previous research lower repartnering propensities are seen for those with two children 
compared with those with only one.  Contrary to what was expected there was a 
suggestion that the odds of repartnering were lower for those becoming a lone mother 
through the breakdown of a cohabitation compared with those who entered through the 
breakdown of a marriage.  Few previous studies have considered the effect of health on 
repartnering.  However, the results here suggest that mental health is associated with 
repartnering for this type of lone mother. Interestingly, the results indicate that those 
with some degree of psychiatric disturbance (GHQ scores between 4 and 6) are more 
likely to repartner than those with scores below the threshold, perhaps reflecting a need 
to repartner for emotional support.  Furthermore the effect of religiosity on the 
probability of repartnering has hardly been examined previously, yet this study indicates 
it is important for both types of lone mother.  Other factors found to be significant in 
relation to repartnering include educational attainment for single never-married lone 
mothers and employment status for those entering through the breakdown of a prior 
union. Although the relationship between education and repartnering is not 
straightforward, the effect of employment status is clear; those who are unemployed are 
considerably less likely to repartner the following year than those in employment.  The 
additional opportunity that employment provides to meet a new partner is offered as an 
explanation for this effect. 
 
Descriptive analyses reveal that the average duration of lone motherhood does not differ 
depending on route of entry into lone motherhood; the estimated median duration is 
close to five years for both types of lone mother.  Although not directly comparable
23, 
these durations are of a similar magnitude to those found in the most recent studies 
(Böheim and Ermisch, 1998; McKay, 2003).  Thus there is little evidence that the 
duration of lone motherhood is increasing.  After controlling for a number of 
demographic and socio-economic factors in a multivariate model including all lone 
                                                 
23 The definition of the different types of lone mothers varies from study to study.    231 
mothers (Chapter 8), those entering through the breakdown of a cohabitating union 
appear to be significantly less likely to repartner than those entering through the 
breakdown of a marriage.  Although there is some suggestion that the odds of 
repartnering are lowest for single never-married lone mothers, this is not statistically 
significant. Furthermore, while the probability of repartnering appears to be different for 
different types of lone mother (at least for those previously cohabiting compared with 
those previously married), there is little evidence that the relationship between each 
factor and repartnering differs by the route of entry into lone motherhood.  That said, 
the considerably smaller sample size of the group of single never-married lone mothers 
might have played a part in the lack of significant interactions found.   
 
The larger sample size of the multivariate model of all lone mothers was able to provide 
additional perspective on the determinants of repartnering.  Given the disparity in the 
sample size of the two types of lone mothers, it comes as little surprise that many of the 
significant determinants of repartnering mirror those previously found in the models of 
repartnering for lone mothers entering through the breakdown of a union presented in 
Chapter 7. Clearly the composition of the sample in terms of the proportion of each type 
of lone mother determines the relative importance of each factor in relation to 
repartnering.  Age is the most important covariate and this is found to interact with 
number of children.  Other relationships found in the individual models were also 
strengthened in this combined analysis.  Particularly important, with regard to policy, 
was the strong effect of employment status on repartnering.  Those out of the labour 
market who were either unemployed or involved in family care were significantly less 
likely to repartner the following year than those who were employed.  Receipt of 
maintenance or alimony also reduced the chance of repartnering for lone mothers. 
Moreover, there is some indication still that receipt of Income Support is important, at 
least for single never-married lone mothers. However, even given the larger sample 
size, prior union history had no significant relationship with repartnering. 
 
The larger sample size of the pooled sample of lone mothers did not change the 
conclusion from Chapters 6 and 7 relating to the effect of duration spent as a lone 
mother on the probability of repartnering.  Despite numerous studies indicating that the 
probability of repartnering declines with length of time spent as a lone mother (Ermisch 
et al., 1990; Ermisch and Wright, 1991; Böheim and Ermisch, 1998; Payne and Range, 
1998; Finlayson et al., 2000), the data here do not provide any support for this finding.    234 
al., 1998; Jenkins, 2000; Jenkins et al., 2001; Vegeris and Perry, 2003; Marsh and 
Vegeris, 2004).  However, after controlling for a change in employment status, 
repartnering is still significantly associated with an improvement in the self-perceived 
financial situation of a lone mother.  Although this measure tells us little about any 
changes in absolute household income level that might occur subsequent to repartnering 
it is a positive finding nonetheless.  In any case, an increase in the level of household 
income may not always result in an increase in the personal income of a lone mother, 
since financial resources within a household are not necessarily distributed evenly.  The 
result from this study certainly indicates an association between a lone mother finding a 
new partner and an improvement in her own financial situation. 
 
It was not a surprise to find that repartnering was associated with a higher number of 
dependent children resident in the household.  As in previous studies, the results suggest 
that these additional children are likely to be new joint babies rather than children from 
the new partner’s previous relationship, or older children returning to the household 
(Ford et al., 1998; Marsh and Rowlingson, 2002).  Furthermore, the analysis indicates 
that new children in the household may have important implications for the employment 
status of a lone mother.  Contrary to the initial hypothesis that the presence of more 
children in the household might be associated with a household move, this was not 
found to be the case. The most important factor in relation to a move was whether or not 
a lone mother repartnered over the same period.  However, the relationship between 
repartnering and moving was modified depending on the length of time already spent as 
a lone mother.  Moves occurring in isolation of repartnering tended to occur in the early 
years of entering lone motherhood – a likely result of becoming a lone mother in the 
first place.  The probability of experiencing both transitions (a household move and 
repartnering) was higher at later durations of lone motherhood.  Distinguishing between 
the different types of move and examining a move into owner occupation revealed an 
even stronger relationship between repartnering and this type of move. 
 
Descriptive statistics provided by previous studies have suggested that the repartnering 
of lone mothers is associated with improved health outcomes (Finlayson et al., 2000; 
Marsh and Vegeris, 2004).  However, after testing this association in a multivariate 
framework this research finds no direct association between repartnering and 
improvements in mental health.  Instead, a strong link between a change in mental 
health and a change in financial situation is found, as has also been suggested by a   235 
number of other studies (Baker and North, 1999; Hope et al., 1999a). The results 
indicate that an improvement in self perceived financial situation is associated with a 
significant improvement in mental health and, vice versa, a worsening in self-perceived 
financial situation goes hand in hand with a deterioration of mental health.  One can 
only conclude therefore that any relationship found between repartnering and an 
improvement in mental health is indirect, through the association between repartnering 
and improved financial situation. 
 
However, similar to the findings from a recent U.S. study (Williams et al., 2008), the 
results here challenge the assumption that repartnering is beneficial for a lone mother’s 
mental well-being.  The findings from this research indicate that repartnering is directly 
associated with a significant deterioration of mental health.  Perhaps the change in 
family dynamic and the increased number of roles that a lone mother may have to play 
(spouse, mother, step-mother for example) when a partner moves into the household 
may initially lead to higher levels of psychological distress.  However, this explanation 
implies that the change in mental health score comes as a result of repartnering, yet this 
is something which cannot be ascertained from this analysis.  In fact, this problem of 
endogeneity is a particular limitation with all the analyses conducted in Chapter 10.  
Given that the transition captured by the response variable occurs over the same time 
period as the transition into a partnership, it is impossible to identify the direction of any 
links found. Analysing changes occurring one or two years after repartnering would 
have largely resolved this problem and would no doubt have shed more light on the 
implications of repartnering for a lone mother’s well-being.  Unfortunately, such 
analyses were hampered by small sample size. 
 
In conclusion, this study has demonstrated that both demographic and socio-economic 
factors are likely to affect the duration of lone motherhood in the U.K.  There is some 
evidence that the relative importance of some factors in relation to repartnering differs 
depending on the route of entry into lone motherhood.  Economic factors appear to be 
particularly important for single never-married lone mothers, but this only becomes 
clear when considering the different types of lone mothers separately.  This result 
highlights the importance of carrying out separate models in future analyses.   
The identification of a considerable number of reconciliations in this study also has 
implications for future work.  The determinants of reforming a prior union are likely to 
be different to forming a new partnership.  Indeed, Payne and Range (1998) find this to   236 
be the case.  For example, in their analysis the presence of duration dependence was 
largely the result of a significant decrease in the likelihood of returning to a previous 
partner with time since separation; there was no significant effect of duration on the 
chance of finding a new partner.  The age of a woman when she first became a lone 
mother also had a different effect depending on the type of exit; the chance of finding a 
new partner decreased steadily with increasing age at entry to lone motherhood, but 
there was no effect of age on the chance of returning to a former partner.  Although it 
was not possible to replicate their analyses in this study, the findings here provide some 
support for their results – removing those who reconcile with a previous partner 
considerably changed the impact of a number of variables on the formation of a 
marriage.  Clearly it is impossible to predict how much this may have affected results 
from previous studies. However, the level of reconciliations indicated by this study and 
the effect of these on the model in Chapter 9 suggests that this issue should be 
considered in subsequent analyses.  There is a clear preference to enter cohabiting 
unions upon repartnering rather than marriage.  However, few previous studies have 
considered how the relationship between each factor and repartnering might differ 
depending on the type of union formed. In line with findings from repartnering studies 
conducted in the Netherlands and Canada (Wu and Balakrishnan, 1994; De Graaf and 
Kalmijn, 2003; Wu and Schimmele, 2005) the findings from this study certainly suggest 
that there are differences in the effect of each covariate on the likelihood of moving into 
each type of union.  Although lone mothers that form a partnership are likely to 
experience a number of additional changes over the same period, overall these changes 
are likely to have a positive impact on a lone mother’s well-being. 
 
 
11.2 Policy implications 
 
Clearly, factors such as the lower rate of paid employment and higher rate of benefit 
receipt among lone mothers compared with couple families imply that the duration of 
lone motherhood is particularly relevant to social policy.  However, it is also important 
for policy makers to consider the reciprocal effects of benefit receipt and employment 
status on the chance of leaving lone motherhood. Of particular concern is the strong 
negative impact that receipt of Income Support appears to have on the repartnering of 
single never-married lone mothers.  Whether this is due to the fact that a new partner 
moving into the household is likely to result in a change to the amount of benefit   237 
received by the lone mother, or if this effect can be explained by the lower 
attractiveness of such a lone mother on benefits to a potential new partner remains to be 
seen.  Further research is clearly needed to investigate this issue.  Receipt of alimony or 
maintenance also reduced the chance of repartnering for all lone mothers, but again the 
mechanism behind this relationship remains unclear.  Employment status was another 
important factor and the findings here replicate those from a number of previous studies 
(e.g. Ermisch et al., 1990; Ermisch and Wright, 1991; Marsh and Vegeris, 2004) - those 
out of the labour market are less likely to repartner. Taken together these results imply 
that recent reforms designed to reduce the number of lone parents claiming Income 
Support and increase the proportion of lone parents in employment, might have 
implications for the repartnering rate of lone parents.   
 
A recent study certainly suggests that in-work benefit reform (i.e. the introduction of the 
Working Families’ Tax Credit (WFTC) in 1999) which was designed to increase the 
incentive for being in work has had unintended effects on the repartnering of lone 
mothers (Francesconi and van der Klaauw, 2007).  However, although their findings 
indicate the reform has lead to a significant increase in the employment rate for lone 
mothers, they find that the reform has reduced their rate of repartnering.  Perhaps this 
result stems from the fact that, as with Income Support, a new partner moving into the 
household would change a lone mother’s entitlement to WFTC.  This may suggest that 
when employment is tied with benefit receipt the positive effects of being in 
employment on repartnering are out-weighed by the negative effect of benefit receipt on 
repartnering.  Moreover, this finding underpins the importance of understanding the 
interrelationships between benefit receipt, repartnering and employment in order that 
the (unintended) implications of in-work benefit reforms can be properly assessed prior 
to their implementation.  Undoubtedly, research on the effects of welfare reform (post 
implementation) on demographic trends including partnering and fertility, such as the 
research by Francesconi and van der Klaauw (2007) and that by Brewer, Ratcliffe and 
Smith (2007) is needed, yet as highlighted by Francesconi and van der Klaauw (2007) 
such research is considerably lacking for Britain.  Whatever the effect of more recent 
reforms on the repartnering rate for lone parents, encouraging lone parents into paid 
work is likely to lead to improved financial well-being, as was seen in Chapter 10. 
 
The association between repartnering and an increase in the number of dependent 
children in the household is also clearly relevant to policy makers.  As other studies   238 
have found, a new joint baby has implications for the employment status of the mother 
(Kasparova et al., 2003; Marsh and Vegeris, 2004).   Moreover, the addition of further 
children to such partnerships which have been found to be more unstable than first 
partnerships (Ermisch and Francesconi, 2000b) is a concern, particularly in terms of the 
economic and psychological well-being of the children.  The impact of family 
transitions on the well-being of children is an important issue, but is beyond the scope 
of this thesis. 
 
 
11.3 Limitations of the study and lessons for future research 
 
11.3.1 Sample size constraints and their impact on data analysis 
 
The large number of waves of BHPS data available for this research and the prospective 
nature of the data has allowed a detailed analysis of repartnering patterns of lone 
mothers in the U.K.  However, the fact that analyses required observation of lone 
mothers from the point they initially entered lone motherhood restricted the sample size 
available for analysis.  Therefore, although numerous waves of data were available, the 
achieved sample sizes were still relatively small, particularly with respect to women 
entering lone motherhood through the birth of a child whilst single and never-married.  
As a result, the statistical power to identify factors significantly associated with 
repartnering was somewhat limited.  Furthermore, disaggregating the data further by 
particular characteristics of interest resulted in particularly small cell counts in some 
cases.  Although it is possible to collapse categories within variables, the consequence 
of this can be a loss of meaning.  This was particularly the case for the variable for 
ethnic group, which could only be included as a binary variable indicating white or 
‘other’ ethnic group.  In some models, i.e. the models of transitions in health considered 
in Chapter 10, the variable for ethnic group was found to have a significant effect. 
However, the rather crude nature of this variable meant that it was able to tell us little 
about how transitions in health might vary across lone mothers from different ethnic 
groups.  A new panel study, the UK Household Longitudinal Survey (UKHLS), which 
begins this year and subsumes the BHPS may be able to provide more insight into such 
issues.  As the largest panel study in the world, the UKHLS has a target sample of 
around 40,000 households amounting to 100,000 individual interviews and includes an 
ethnic minority booster sample of 3,000 households.    239 
Another constraint of the achieved sample size relates to the spells of lone motherhood 
considered by the study.  Only the first spell that can be identified over the waves of the 
panel is included in the sample, yet this is not necessarily the first spell of lone 
motherhood for these women.  In fact, a small number of individuals were found to re-
enter lone motherhood in later waves of the panel. Therefore there is clearly a 
possibility that the first observed spell is not the first spell of ever being a lone mother.  
Establishing and using only the first ever spell would have restricted the relatively small 
initial sample further.  However, it would have been of interest to distinguish between 
and further examine the repeated spells of lone motherhood. 
 
 
11.3.2 Measurement of partnership status and complex partnership histories 
 
In order to examine the effect of prior partnerships on the repartnering of lone mothers 
it was necessary to use the marital and cohabitation histories collected in wave two of 
the BHPS.  However, given that the lone mothers in the sample could enter the sample 
at any point across the panel these records often had to be updated using subsequent 
waves of the panel, as described in Section 4.3.2.  Whilst the history data in wave two 
collected dates of the beginning and ending of all prior unions (including cohabitations) 
up to that point in time, the information collected across the panel in subsequent waves 
is not nearly so detailed.  A variable indicating the timing of a marital status change 
captures changes in legal marital status from wave three onwards, yet it is not possible 
to identify the timing of an individual’s entry into or dissolution of a cohabiting union 
across the panel except by comparing their de facto marital status collected in each 
wave.  The exact duration of prior cohabiting unions could therefore not be calculated; 
hence durations were estimated to the nearest year.  In the same respect, the exact 
timing of a move into a cohabiting union upon repartnering could not be identified.  
More precise estimates of the timing of entering and dissolving unions including 
cohabitations might allow a continuous time event history analysis approach and 
provide further insight into the effect of covariates on the timing of repartnering.  
Additionally, greater detail is needed to establish more concretely if those re-forming 
prior unions genuinely separated in the first place, or whether survey error has played a 
part here. Finally, there needs to be greater efforts to collect full partnership histories of 
those entering the survey in later waves of the panel.  The inclusion of only a limited   240 
number of partnership history variables in each wave of the panel means that the 
partnership histories for later entrants to the panel are often missing or incomplete. 
 
 
11.4 Directions for further work 
 
11.4.1 Understanding the repartnering process - quantitative versus qualitative 
data analysis 
  
This study has been able to provide evidence of the determinants of repartnering for all 
lone mothers in the U.K. and an estimate of the average duration of lone motherhood.  
This is important since changes in the duration of lone parenthood may impact upon the 
growth of lone parenthood. Furthermore, it is important to know how the rate of 
repartnering varies by demographic and socio-economic factors in order to establish 
those lone mothers who are most likely to remain in the stock of lone parents. However, 
quantitative findings such as these can only provide us with so much information.  In 
order to have a greater understanding of the determinants of repartnering and the 
mechanisms behind the relationships found we need qualitative data.  Yet only one of 
the studies on repartnering of lone mothers  (Rowlingson and McKay, 1998) has 
collected such data.  Qualitative data would also provide us with insights into other 
types of unions which may be formed by lone mothers.  For example, this study 
considers the determinants of forming a co-residential partnership, even though some 
lone mothers may have entered a ‘Living apart together’ union – which cannot be 
identified in the BHPS.  
 
 
11.4.2 Multiple episodes of lone parenthood 
 
Whilst this study has suggested that the average duration of lone motherhood is 
relatively short and has provided some evidence that repartnering is associated with 
positive changes to a lone mother’s well-being, the stability of the new unions created 
has not been considered here.  The identification in this study of multiple episodes of 
lone parenthood, as described above, certainly indicates a level of instability with 
respect to the partnerships formed.  There seems to be little U.K. research on the 
stability of stepfamilies. Analysis of the first five waves of the BHPS by Ermisch and   241 
Francesconi (2000b) suggests a high level of instability for such families; over one 
quarter were found to dissolve within a year.  Research on the stability of remarriages in 
the U.S. provides similar results. Remarriages where step-children are involved have 
particularly high rates of dissolution compared with first marriages (Booth and 
Edwards, 1992).  The duration of these new partnerships and the factors which are 
associated with the dissolution of such unions are of clear importance, not least because 
of the implications of the breakdown of such unions for the well-being of a lone mother 
and her children.   
 
Not all the new unions formed by lone mothers led to stepfamilies however. A number 
of the single never-married lone parents had never had a previous partnership and a 
significant proportion of this type of lone mother that found a partner were found to 
form a partnership with the father of their child.  Berrington and Diamond (1999) found 
a higher risk of marital dissolution among those who have a pre-marital birth compared 
with those who have their first birth within marriage in their analysis of the 1958 birth 
cohort.  However, the majority of new unions formed by lone mothers were 
cohabitations.  The proportion of these unions which are later converted to marriage or 
dissolved and the determinants and timing of such events would be an area for further 
research.   
 
Around a quarter of the sample that became a lone mother through the breakdown of a 
previous partnership and found a new partner, were found to be re-forming their 
previous partnership.  As highlighted above, given the lack of detail relating to the 
movement into and out of partnerships, particularly cohabiting unions, collected by the 
BHPS across the panel it is difficult to know if these are genuine break-ups and 
reformations or if the observed patterns are due to survey error.  For those that had 
reformed their relationship following only one survey year of being a lone parent there 
is a higher chance that these break-ups are spurious.  However, for those where the 
spouse is not identified as living in the household for several years it is likely that these 
cases are genuine.  Clearly there is a need for further research to examine these 
partnerships and for improved data collection to identify spurious versus real periods of 
separation from a partner.  
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11.4.3 The circumstances of other family members 
 
The characteristics of the new partner entering the household will no doubt have some 
implications for the speed with which a lone mother might be able to move off benefits 
or improve her financial situation for example. As highlighted by Finlayson et al (2000), 
repartnering of lone mothers can only lead to an improvement in the welfare of the 
family if the new partner entering the household can significantly add to the household 
income.  In fact, any changes in a lone mother’s well-being upon repartnering will be, to 
a certain extent, determined by the characteristics of the new partner entering the 
household.  In spite of this, there appears to be only one study which has attempted to 
examine the characteristics of the new partners in any detail (Finlayson et al., 2000).  
Whilst it was of interest to examine the characteristics of the new partners for the lone 
mothers considered in this thesis, a considerable proportion did not provide a full 
interview in the year they were found to be living in the household.  Attempts to cross-
tabulate transitions in the well-being domains with the new partner’s characteristics 
yielded extremely small cell counts in many cases and prevented any meaningful 
analysis.  In order to fully establish the impact of repartnering on the well-being of lone 
mothers it will be vital for future studies to consider the characteristics of the new 
partner as well as those of the lone mother herself. 
 
 
11.4.4 Welfare policies and the dynamics of lone parenthood 
 
As previously mentioned, the rate of benefit receipt is higher among lone mothers than 
couple families.  Results from the latest wave of the FACS indicate that nearly all lone 
mothers received either a benefit or tax credit, compared with two thirds of couple 
families (Conolly and Kerr, 2008). Given the means-tested nature of many of these 
benefits, a new partner moving into the household has implications for the amount of 
benefit received and possibly entitlement to the benefit at all (depending on the 
circumstances of the new partner in terms of their employment status and level of 
income).  Whilst a number of studies have considered benefit receipt as a determinant of 
repartnering (Ermisch and Wright, 1991; Böheim and Ermisch, 1998; Ford et al., 1998; 
Finlayson et al., 2000), there appears to be relatively little research which has examined 
the effect of repartnering on benefit status, particularly using a multivariate framework.  
Descriptive statistics from previous studies (e.g. McKay, 2002; Marsh and Perry, 2003)   243 
and those from this study suggest repartnering is associated with a move off Income 
Support.  However, a multivariate analysis conducted by Finlayson et al (2000) found 
little evidence of a direct association between repartnering and a move off either Income 
Support or Family Credit (now WFTC).  Yet their study appears to be the only study 
which has examined movements onto and off benefits in relation to repartnering using a 
multivariate model. Clearly more studies are needed to test this finding.   
 
 
11.4.5 Mental health and the dynamics of lone parenthood 
 
Existing research indicates that lone mothers have poorer mental health than married 
mothers (Hope et al., 1999a).  However, little research has considered the effect of 
transitions into and out of lone parenthood on mental health.  Research on marital 
transitions and mental health has demonstrated that transitioning out of marriage is 
associated with higher levels of psychological distress (Hope, Rodgers and Power, 
1999b; Wade and Pevalin, 2004).  This suggests that entry into lone parenthood, at least 
for those entering through the breakdown of a partnership, will lead to poorer mental 
health outcomes.  In fact, Hope et al (1999a) find that the higher level of psychological 
distress for lone mothers compared with married mothers can largely be explained by 
financial hardship.  However, their inability to account for all the difference between 
lone mothers and married mothers, and in particular with regards to divorced lone 
mothers, leads them to the conclusion that factors relating to divorce might also be 
important in explaining the difference in mental health between married women and 
lone mothers.  More research is therefore needed to firmly establish the effect of entry 
into lone motherhood on health and how this varies by routes into lone motherhood.  
 
Compared with exits from marriage, the impact of entry into marriage or remarriage on 
health is less clear and has been somewhat neglected in the literature (Williams and 
Umberson, 2004).  A positive effect of forming a cohabiting union after the breakdown 
of a marriage on mental health has been found (Mastekaasa, 1994).  However, a recent 
study by Williams et al (2008) conducted in the U.S. challenges the notion that 
repartnering, particularly in the form of a cohabiting union, necessarily leads to positive 
changes in mental health for lone mothers.  Whilst descriptive analyses in previous U.K. 
studies have shown an association between leaving lone parenthood through 
repartnering and improved health outcomes (Finlayson et al., 2000; Marsh and Vegeris,   244 
2004), the results from this thesis suggest there is no direct association between 
improvements in mental health and repartnering.  Instead a direct association between 
repartnering and a deterioration of mental health is found, though the limitations of the 
analysis imply that this result should be considered with caution.  There is clearly a 
need for further research using longitudinal data to examine the impact of entry and exit 
from lone parenthood on mental health outcomes, particularly considering the results 
from such analyses are likely to have important policy implications. 
 
 
11.4.6 Ethnicity and the dynamics of lone parenthood  
 
A number of studies have identified a difference in the chance of becoming a lone 
mother by ethnic group (e.g. Rowlingson and McKay, 1998).  However, the results 
from several studies (e.g. Böheim and Ermisch, 1998; Finlayson et al., 2000) which 
have considered ethnic group in relation to the duration of lone parenthood have 
revealed contrasting results. This is most likely due to the small proportion of lone 
mothers who are of ethnicities other than white in the U.K. which hinders statistical 
analyses.  The larger sample size of the UKHLS and the inclusion of an ethnic minority 
boost will undoubtedly be able to provide a greater understanding of how the duration 
of lone parenthood varies by ethnic group. 